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PHEFACE.
In the study of his subject, the writer of this thesis has been 
led to make a more exhaustive examination of the corresponding 
doctrines of Lather and Zwingli, than he at first intended. 
In the course of a visit to the Universities of Geneva, Lausanne, 
and Basel in the summer of 1925, he found that modern theological 
thought in Switzerland sets a higher value on the Eucharistic 
doctrine of Zwlngli, than was the custom in the period immediately 
following the publication of the monumental work of Baur. There 
is now a tendency to study the teaching of Zwingli historically, 
and to question the hypothesis, that from the first, he was in 
direct opposition to the theologian of Wittenberg. Some would 
even go so far as to say that in his first and third periods, he 
fell little short of the more positive teaching of Calvin. 
The acceptation of this view compelled the writer to examine the 
works of Zwingli in their chronological order, following the 
plan of the recent monographs of Walter Kohler, and Mieville. 
The same method was applied to the Eucharistic writings of Luther, 
where Seeberg, Loofs, and Dieckhoff served as guides. 
A similar course was followed in the discussion of Calvin's 
Eucharistic doctrine.
It is well known that Calvin formulated his theory independently. 
On the other hand, it is now generally accepted, that teaching 
similar to that which he propounded, was already prevalent in the 
Eucharistic works of Melanchthon, Oekolampadius, and Bucer. 
Modern research in Switzerland has also proved that the roots of 
Calvin's mediating testimony are to be found in such documents as 
the Swabian Syngramma (1525) of Brenz, the Tetrapolitan Confession 
(1530), the Wittenberg Concordia (1536), and the two Pre-Calvin 
Confessions - the First Confession of Basel (1534), and the First 
Helvetic Confession (1536). An apology is due for the somewhat 
extensive treatment of these sources, as also, for Chapter One, 
where/
where, the general Sacramental teaching of the three Reformers 
is contrasted.
The AIM of the writer is.
First. To show that Luther was justified in never formally 
expressing disapproval of Calvin's Eucharistic Doctrine, as, 
when Luther's theory is stripped of its Scholastic scaffolding, 
and when Calvin's doctrine is viewed apart from unessential 
elements and suggestions, the two Reformers have much in common.
Second. An attempt is made to prove that a much higher value 
must "be set on the testimony of Zwingli, between whom and Luther, 
there were many points of contact, and who, had he survived, 
would probably have found himself in accord with Calvin, in the 
same sense, that his successor, Bullinger, found himself in 
complete harmony with the GenevanTheologian.
She last portion of the thesis is devoted to an effort to set in 
clearest light the Eucharistic doctrine of Calvin in its relation 
to those of Luther and Zwingli.
She Scriptural basis of Calvin's theory is examined, and the 
question as to whether Calvin was consistent in his teaching is 
also dealt with.
Following Doumergue and Prof. Choisy, a final section treats of 
the points of contact between the Eucharistic doctrine of 
Ratramnus in the Ninth Century, and that of Calvin in the 
Sixteenth Century.
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CHAPTER ORE. - Pages 1 to 18.
THE SACRAMENTS.
The RQgAff CATHOLIC Doctrine of the Sacraments at the beginning 
of the Sixteenth Century.
LUTHER *g Doctrine of the Sacraments. 
2WIHGLIVS Doctrine of the Sacraments 
CALVIN *S Doctrine of the Sacraments.
CHAPTER I. - THE
THE ROMAH CATHOLIC DQCTRIHE 0? THE SACRAMEHTS.
For a right understanding of Calvin's teaching on the Lord's Supper. 
it is essential to take a preliminary surrey of his ideas regard- 
ing the Sacraments in general T and in order that we may correctly 
define his distinctive doctrine, we must take account of the 
contemporary teaching of the Roman Church. It will also be 
necessary to take notice of the corresponding testimony of Luther 
and Zwingli.
It was not till the Council of Trent (1546-1563), that the Roman 
Catholic Church set itself to a clear codification of its doctrine, 
and to a positive statement of its beliefs. It was the Reformation 
that rendered this work necessary, for, as Harnack says, (1) "The 
dogmatic decrees of Trent are the shadow of the Reformation. That 
it was given to Catholicism to understand itself, to give express- 
ion to its distinctive dogmatic character, and thereby to rescue 
itself from the uncertainties of the Middle Ages, was a debt it 
owed to the Reformation". When Calvin began to teach and write, 
the Roman Catholic ideas on the Sacraments were those which had 
been set forth by Scholastic teachers. These ideas had been em- 
bodied in the Deere turn pro Armenia in the Bull, Eugene 17. 
"Exultate deo* of 22nd Hov. 1439, at the Ferrara-Florence Council. 
(2) The brief and comprehensive definitions of this decree made 
the task of the framers of the Sacramental doctrine of the Council 
of Trent an easy one. The number of the Sacraments was fixed at 
seven, thus homologating the opinion of Lombard and Thomas Aquinas. 
"The Sacraments of the Hew Law are Seven, Baptism, Confirmation, 
Orders. the Eucharist, Penance, Extreme Unction, and Carriage. 
These Sacraments of the new law differ much from the sacraments 
of the old law, for the earlier did not cause grace, but only 
prefigured a grace to be given through the Passion of Christ, while 
those which we have, both contain grace, and convey it to those 
who worthily receive it. " (3)*Each sacrament has its material and 
form and its specific function. The material relates to the 
elementsofwhich it is composed, e.g. inBaptism, the water; in
(2) Mirbt. Quellen, p. 162-165. 
Mansi, XXXI. p. 1055. ff.
(3) i/t * <*P-,- 1054-
JUirbt. Quellen,p. 162-5-
2.
the EUCHARIST the bread and wine, etc. The form relates to the
words of the formula used by the priests. (1). "All the Sacraments 
are defined by three things, viz. by the elements as the materia, 
the words, as the forma, and the person of the minister adminis- 
tering the sacraments with the intention of doing what the church 
does, of which, if anyone be wanting, the sacrament is not observ- 
ed". (2). Of the seven sacraments, Baptism, Confirmation, and 
Orders impress an indelible character upon the soul and may not 
be repeated. "Amongst the Sacraments, there are three which in- 
delibly impress on the soul, character, that is a certain spiritual 
sign apart from the rest. Hence they are not repeated in the same 
person. But the remaining four do not impress character and admit 
of repetition". (2).
From the above decree, which was official at the beginning of the 
16th Century, we see
1st. That for the Homan Catholic Church, Grace is produced BX OPERE 
OPERAIO (through the act performed). It is operative, independent 
or apart from the merit of him who confers the sacrament, or of 
him who receives it, in such a manner that the external act (opus 
Externum) is the efficacious cause of the grace conferred. This 
was confirmed at the 7th session of the Council of Trent (March 3, 
1547)  "If any one saith that by the said sacraments of the New 
Law, grace is not conferred by the act performed, but that faith 
alone in the divine promise suffices for the obtaining of grace, 
let him be anathema." (3) The efficient cause of the Sacrament is 
thus physical. The other causes come after. The decision of the 
Councils of Florence and of Trent show that the Sacraments cooperate 
physically to produce grace.
2nd. As regards the reception of the Sacraments, (except that of 
Penance), Faith is not necessary. The affirmation of St. Thomas 
is, "Neither the true faith (recta fides) of the one baptising, 
nor the faith of the one baptised, is necessary, because the 
sacrament is accomplished, not by the righteousness of the man 
who gives it, nor of him who receives it, but by the power of 
God". (4).
(1) Professor Mackinnon, Luther and the Reformation, p. 84.
(2) Mansi XXXI. p. 1054- Mirbt, Quellen, p. 162-5-
(3) Schaff*s Creeds of the Greek and Latin Churches, p. 121. Canon 
8. ^iner, the Confessions of Christendom, p. 244  
(4) Theologia Dograatica - ad mentem S. Thomae Aquinitas (1899) III- 
p. 104-5-
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But while faith is not necessary, Lombard and Aquinas assume 
the necessity of a good intention and disposition. Save for the 
Sacrament of the Eucharist, the intention of receiving the sacra- 
ment as a holy thing is requisite with adults for the validity of 
the Sacrament. But the intention need not necessarily be active 
and actual. It is sufficient if it has once been present, and has 
not been retracted. (1).
For Extreme Unction, still less suffices. "There suffices an 
intention, whioh has not been conceived in an explicit manner, 
but which is presupposed to have been present". 
The Roman Ritual says, "This Sacrament is to be administered to 
those (sensibus destitutis) who have at other times asked for it, 
or who would probably have asked for it. (2) But none of these 
intentions are necessary for a valid reception of the Eucharist. 
This Sacrament does not pass with the act (non transit actu) like 
the other Sacraments, but it lasts after its administration, and 
it is for that, that it is validly received, independent of any 
intention whatever on the part of him who receives it or of him 
who administers it. (2).
In short, the receiver of the sacraments is passive, and it is 
sufficient if he has once had the intention, and has not retracted 
it. As regards the fruitful reception of Baptism and Penance, a 
supernatural attrition suffices, and for the fruitful reception 
of the other Sacraments, the state of grace suffices. 
In short, the sacraments have their effect ex opere operate on all 
those who do not place an obstacle to them deliberately (non 
ponentibus obicem). (3).
From this statement, we can derive two practical consequences. (4)- 
1st. The Priest was everything. 2nd. The believer was nothing.
(1). Theologia dogmatica - ad mentem S. Thomae Aquinatis (1899)
III. Page 104 & 5-
2) do. Page 107 & 8.
3). Schaff - Creeds of the Greek and Latin Churches. - Page 120.
4). Doumergue. V. Page 322.
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Priest who was the Mediator of Grace, and dispensed the 
grace to the faithful was invested with almost divine powers. 
"At the altar, the Priest is God, by Jesus Christ, when at the 
instant of the sacrifice, placing the victim in his state of 
immolation, he says, "This is My Body. This is My Blood". (1).
But the rOle of the priest is not less divine in the other'-.". 
sacraments, and even the Roman Catechism speaks of these angels,
«i »\ 
these gods. (2) .
2nd. In the Roman Catholic Worship and ritual, the believer is 
nothing. We have seen that in the Bull of Eugene 17. (1439) (3),
the believer is not mentioned. "All the Sacraments consist of
A> 
three things, viz. the material, the form, and the minister.
If one of these is absent, the sacrament is not accomplished. 
There is no question of the believer. As Seeberg says, "It is 
more than the sacrament 'ex opere operate*, it is the sacrament 
f ex opere operantis tB . (4).
"Thus", according to Doumergue, "all the evangelical faith 
denied, all the abuses, of sacerdotalism consecrated, all the 
rights of the individuality and personality of the believer sup- 
pressed, - That is what the doctrine and practice of Roman 
Catholicism results in - the centre, the source, the heart of 
the errors, superstitions, abuses, scandals, accumulated at the 
end of the middle ages. Declared to be of age at seven years, 
(the age when Louis XIV. and his councillors think that a child 
can throw off the parental authority), the Roman Catholic 
believer remains a minor all his life. Such was the abuse. One 
foresees what the Reformation will be". (5).
I). Bungener. Rome et le vrai. p. 291.
II). Cat. Rom . De Ordine.
III).THESIS, P. 2.
IV). Seeberg.II. p. 112. (1898).
V). Doumergue. V. p. 323  
LUTHER.
We next consider the Teaching of Luther on the Doctrine of the 
Sacraments. T. The Lutheran definition of the HATURE of the 
sacraments agrees in all essential points with that of the 
Reformed Church. It is true, as Seeberg says, (1) that Luther 
started with the Scotist idea, that the sacraments are efficacious 
signs of grace (signa efficacia) . But this is modified by placing 
them in the most intimate association with faith. Their effect- 
ual operation depends on faith. They are signs which help and 
incite faith........without which faith, they are of no benefit.
(2). It altogether depends on faith, that the sacraments ^effect 
what they signify" (3)- The sacraments are symbols which awaken 
faith, and thus, promise grace to all, but confer it only on 
believers. Xattenbusch in the Herzog-Hauck Encyclop. (3rd Ed.) 
(Article, Sacraments), traces three stages in the development of 
Luther's ideas of the sacraments, and points out how in 1518 and 
1519, he taught the distinction between the Sacramentum and the 
Res sacramenti, and regarded faith as the means which effects 
that the sacraments accomplish that which they signify. In the 
writings of 1520, all emphasis is placed upon the Word, and the 
Sermon vom neuen Testament is regarded by Dieckhoff (4), as a 
Siegesjubel on the rediscovered Word. In the Third period, 1525 
onwards, there is a new development, when there is added to the 
Sign and to the Word, God's Command and Precept (Befehl und 
Ordnung). This is true in the main, but Luther's working idea 
of the Hature of a sacrament is perhaps best exemplified in the 
teaching of the Augsburg Confession, which was compiled by
Helanchthon in 1530.
Article XIV reads as follows, "concerning the use of the sacraments
they teach that they are ordained, not only to be marks of 
profession among men, but rather that they should be signs and 
testimonies of the will of God towards us, set forth unto us to 
stir up and confirm faith in such as use them. Therefore men 
must use the sacraments so as to join faith unto them, which 
believes the promises that are offered and declared unto us by 
the sacramentsi (5)*
(1). Seeberg. IV. p. 315-
(Id). Weimar Edit. 11. p. 686-693-
(III). do, p. 715-
(IV). Die evangel. Abendmahslehre. p. 210.
(y) Schaff. Creeds of the Evang. Prot. Churches, p. 15-
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As regards the Number of the Sacraments,Luther sharply 
criticises the Roman doctrine in the J)e Captivitate Babylonica. 
(1). "To begin, I must deny that there are 7 sacraments, and 
must lay it down, for the time being, that there are only 3, Bap- 
tism, Penance, and the Bread, and that by the Court of Home, all 
these have been brought into miserable bondage, and the Church 
despoiled of all her liberty. And yet, if I were to speak 
according to the usage of Scripture, I should hold that there 
was only one sacrament; and three sacramental signs". (2). This 
position is still maintained in the Apology for the Augsburg Con- 
fession. Repentance however soon dropped out of the common usage, 
although the Lutherans retained Confession as a distinct Church 
institution. The Character indelebilis f Luther rejects as an 
empty fiction. (3).
III. THE EPPICACY OP THE SACRAMEHTS. We have seen the important 
office which Luther assigns to faith in regard to the use of the 
Sacraments. Paith is absolutely necessary for the receiving of 
the sanctifying and saving benefit. The Augsburg Confession is 
perfectly explicit on the point. "Wherefore they condemn those 
who teach that the Sacraments do justify by the work done, and 
do not teach that faith which believes in the remission of sins 
is requisite in the use of the sacraments". (4). In this, 
Luther is in accord with the Reformed teaching and in opposition 
to Rome.
In one respect however, he differs from the Reformed, and approxi- 
mates to the Romanists. He holds that the efficacy of the 
Sacraments is due to their own inherent virtue or power, a 
"power independent on the one hand, of the attendant influences 
of the Spirit (extrinsecus accidens), and, on the other hand, of 
the faith of the recipient". (5). Paith, indeed, is necessary 
to any saving_or^sanctifying effect, but that is only a subjective 
condition on which the beneficial operation of the power, inherent 
in the sacraments, is suspended. Luther's own favourite illus- 
tration was drawn from the case of the woman_who_touched_the____
Wace and Buchheim, 147-
do.
Seeberg - IV. p. 315- Weimar Edit. VI. 408. 
Schaff - Creeds of Evan. Prot. Churches, p. 15» 
5). Hodge - Systematic Theology, III. p. 503-
.
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Saviour's garment. There was inherent healing virtue in Christ. 
Those who touched Him without faith, received no benefit. The 
woman having faith, was healed the moment she touched the hem of 
His garment. Her faith, however, was in no sense the source of 
the power which resided in Christ.
Luther did not at first hold this inherent power of the sacraments.; 
In the De Captivitate Babylonlca, he says, "Thus it is not 
Baptism that justifies any man, or is of any advantage, but faith 
in that word of promise to which Baptism is added: - - Thus it 
cannot be true that there is inherent in the sacraments a power 
effectual to produce justification, or that they are efficacious 
signs of grace*. (1). There can be no doubt however, that in 
his maturer teaching, after he had come into conflict with the 
Sacramentarians, he ascribed to the Sacraments a higher dignity, 
and attributed to then an inherent power. We have thus the two 
essential elements in lather's doctrine of the Sacraments. 
1st. They have inherent, saving, sanctifying power. 
2nd. That Power takes effect for good only upon believers. 
This inherent divine virtue of the sacraments does not reside in 
the elements; nor does it flow from him who administers them; 
nor is it due to the concurrent operation of the Holy Spirit, but 
to the Word. The elements employed are in themselves mere 
elements. With the Word, they are divinely efficacious, because 
the divine Word, wherever it is, is fraught with divine, super- 
natural, saving, sanctifying power which always takes effect on 
those who have faith to receive it.
(1). Wace and Buchheim, p. 190 and 191
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THE NECESSITY OP THE SACRAMENTS. Here Luther again approxi- 
mated to the position of the Roman Church. He held with the 
Romanists that the grace which the sacraments signify is not 
received otherwise than in their use. According to Guerike (1), 
"The three churches, the Greek, Roman, and Lutheran are agreed 
in holding that in the sacraments, the visible signs as such, 
really convey the invisible divine things, and therefore, that 
a participation of the sacraments is necessary, in order to a 
participation of the heavenly gifts therein contained:1 fe may 
summarise Luther's doctrine as follows. He is opposed 
1st. To the doctrine of the Romanists which denies the necessity 
of a living faith in the recipient, in order to his experiencing 
the efficacy of the Sacraments, and which not only represents 
them as imbued with an inherent power, but also teaches that 
they confer grace "ex opere operate" .
2nd. To the doctrine which makes the sacraments mere badges of a 
Christian profession.
3rd. To the doctrine which represents them as mere allegories, 
or significant exhibitions of truth.
4.th. To the doctrine which regards them as merely commemorative, 
as a portrait or a monument may be.
5th. To the doctrine which denies to them inherent efficacy, 
and refers their sanctifying influence to the accompanying power 
of the Holy Spirit.
6th. To the doctrine which assumes that they confer nothing, 
which may not be obtained by faith without them. (2).
(11). Guerike Symbolik. p. 374-
(2). Hodge, Systematic Theology, III. 507
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SACRAMENTS*
Before we proceed to Calvin, we must first elucidate the views 
of Zwingli on the Sacraments. In our treatment of Zwingli's 
doctrine on the Lord's Supper, we shall try to prove two things. 
X. That in his Eucharistic teaching, there were three definite 
periods. In the first and the third periods, his doctrine was 
positive and spiritual. In the 2nd period, when he was in 
conflict with Luther, we have teaching to which the epithet 
"Zwinglian" can appropriately be applied.
II. We shall show that Zwingli»s idea of faith was rich and deep, 
and that it already contained much that is usually found in the 
idea of the Sacraments.
The very name Sacrament is considered by Zwingli to be unbiblical 
and offensive. (1). It had been adopted, he thinks, because it 
seemed to denote something high and mysterious. To the end of 
his life he held fast to the sentence which had always been the 
starting point of Luther. "It is not the sacrament that justi- 
fies, but faith". (I). In his early testimony, especially in 
the Auslegung der 67 Schlussreden, he adopted the Augustinian, 
purely symbolical view which was also advocated by Erasmus. (2). 
fhe sacraments are nothing more than a "sure sign or seal". 
(3). They are on the one hand, reminders to the believer in a 
symbolical form of salvation and its blessings, and are on the 
other hand, a means by which he testifies his membership in the 
Church of Christ. There resides in them, no kind of purifying, 
or sanctifying power. They are simply signs in the sense 
indicated. (4). We dare not attribute to the symbols, the 
things, which belong to the divine power alone. (5). Only two 
signs of this kind are instituted by Christ. The other five 
sacraments are to be abolished as not being commanded by Him.
(I). Herzog^Hauck. vol. 17, P- 374. Baur. I. p, 229- ff.
(II). Seeberg. IV. 371-
III). Works I. 239-
IV). III. 229. 231- Baur. I. 421. 
>y). IV. 119. Baur. I. 234- t.
3W.4Zwingli is of opinion that Luther has made too great approaches 
to the Roman Catholic teaching in the matter of the Sacraments. 
(1). And yet, as Loofs has pointed out, Zwingli^s views became 
milder and mellower with the passing of the years. In his later 
teaching, he asserted firmly that the signs, (Zeichen), as 
tangible teaching, (versinntliche Verkundigung) can, and ought 
to strengthen faith. (2). In this sense, in his Pidei 
Christianae Bxpositio (1531), he reckons among the virtues of 
the Sacraments that they bring help and resources to faith,
(auxilium opemque adferunt fidei). (3).
his 
It is in this/final work, (4), addressed to King Francis I, that
we get his mature teaching on the question of the sacraments. 
In Section V. entitled, "What is the efficacy of the Sacraments?*, 
he warmly repudiates the accusation that he ascribes no virtue 
to the sacraments. He asserts on the contrary that they have 
not been given in vain, but that they are valuable in many
respects. He enumerates seven virtues of the Sacraments. (5).    j
X* The sacraments are sacred and venerable things, because ]i
Christ has not only instituted, but practised them. (Works 17. 56).
II. They are testimonies to acts that have really taken place I 
(Works IV. 56). It is then permissible to say that in a certain 
sense, the sacraments engender faith, but only a historical
faith. (IV. 55)-
III. They stand in the place (stehen an der Stelle) of the things 
they signify and therefore take their names. They thus render 
invisible things visible. (Works. IV. 56).
IY. $hey signify high and exalted things, (res arduas). The 
worth of the symbol is all the greater, when the thing signified 
is high and precious. As the marriage ring of the queen is not 
in her eyes an ordinary ring, only representing the worth of 
the material of which it is composed, so the sacramental bread 






Baur II. 493- f-
Loofs Ledtfaden. p. 802.




The signs offer an analogy with the thing signified. In 
the Lord's Supper, this analogy ia twofold. On the one side, 
it relates to Christ. As the bread sustains the life, so 
Christ refreshes, and sustains the soul. On the other side, 
it is related to the Church. As the bread is made up of a 
multitude of grains, (aus vielen Beeren zusammen fliesst), the 
church is composed of an Infinite number of members. 
II. The sacraments, especially the Supper, bring help to 
faith. It is through the avenue of our senses, that Satan tries 
to penetrate into the fortress of our faith. But when we use 
the sacraments, the senses withstand the seductions of Satan, 
and put themselves at the service of faith. (IV. 57 & 58). 
Elsewhere, Zwingli says that the participation in the sacraments 
is an exertcse for our faith. (IV. 36. 117). 
Til. The sacraments have finally, (in the sense of the Latin 
word,) the worth of an oath (Eid). He who, without being a 
Christian, is Joined by this oath to the people of Christ, 
(IV. 11), does not discern the body of Christ. That is to say, 
he betrays both Christ and the Church, for, we form one body 
with Him, (IV. 54).
These propositions represent Zwingli f s complete and final 
teaching on the Sacraments, and when we evaluate them, we have 
always to bear in mind that he held a deeply spiritual view of
Faith.
(^LVIN »S DOCTRINE Off THE SACRAMEHTS.
It is significant that Calvin made his doctrine of the Sacraments 
a part of his doctrine of the Church. Bk. IV. of the Institutes
has for its heading, "Of the external aeons or helps by which 
God allures us into fellowship with Christ, and keeps us in it". 
These means are precisely, the church, its functions and its 
institutions. As regards the Sacraments, they are "another help; 
akin to the preaching of the Gospel, to sustain and confirm our 
faith". (XIV. I).
We have seen how the prevalent Roman Catholic view at the beginnii| 
of the 16th Century, bound the grace of God inextricably with 
the sacramental transaction. This grace, a divine substance, was 
put into the sacrament as if by magic, and it acted on the soul, 
independently of the faith of the receiver. This view has been 
characterised by Schultz as "Magisch". (I). Luther in the De 
Captivitate Babylonica, and other writings, opposed this view. 
He displaced the Sacrament from the_centre__and_put^God^s_promise_-
(1). Schultz. ZUE lehre vom heiligen Abendmahl. p. 4-
12. 
and the faith of man into the principal place. Lather's
action was considered as a real revolution, and as a logical 
development of this negation, there came the rational Spiritual- 
ism, first, of Karlstadt, and then of the Swiss, which replaced 
the objective importance of the Sacrament by a merely symbolical,
'&'!•   ,,
and subjective view, and declared that the only necessary thing 
was the direct influence of the Holy Spirit upon the soul. This 
view held that as soon as faith is strong enough, it can dis- 
pense with the signs, so that in the last resort, the sacraments 
become mere official badges or 'rally emblems*, (Bundeszeichen), 
by which the Church recognises its members. lather however 
could not endure this emptying of the Sacraments. His realism 
which was ever hungry for assurance, protested, and he pro- 
claimed against the Sarramentarians, the necessity and value 
of Church Ordinances and of the Sacraments, by which God desires 
to help doubting and restless consciences. We have seen how 
in his later doctrine, he made a half return to the Roman 
Catholic view, in his teaching on the objectivity of the grace 
offered to us in the Sacraments. "Wunderhaft* is the epithet 
applied by Schults to the final phase. (I). Martin Bucer at- 
tempted to mediate between the realistic view of Luther, and 
the symbolical view of the Swiss. Formulae of agreement had 
been suggested between the Swiss and the Strasbourgers, and 
between the Strasbourgers and Luther, at the very time, when 
Calvin issued the first Edition of the Institutes in 1536. She 
question of the Sacraments had thus become central and important. 
Calvin P who wrote his early work in Prance, appears to have 
formed his own opinion. It was an opinion free from fanaticism,
and prejudice, and was characterised by his flair for clear and 
clean cut solutions. It is possible that Luther's De Captivitate 
Babylonica and Melanchthon's Loci (1521), appealed to him as 
suggesting the view of the Sacraments, which was most in accord- 
ance with Holy Scriptures.
In the main point, he kept to the view of the earlier Luther, 
and rejected all magical intervention. He emphasised the value 
of the symbols which accompany and corroborate God's words and 
strengthen faith. He even went a little furtherjgith Luther
(1). Schultz. p. 4.
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further with laither in his later writings, where
he inveighed against the depreciation of the Sacraments. He 
did not wish to have anything to do with a faith which had no 
need of external help or support, and he maintained the union 
between the internal spiritual influence and the external 
presentations of diving grace in the sacraments and the Word. 
On the other hand, he refused to follow the reactionary tenden- 
cies of the later Luther, when he inclined to the "Magisch1? 
view. Calvin rejected the material union of grace with the 
sacramental signs, and in the Lord's Supper, he adopted Zwingli's 
symbolical interpretation of the words of Institution. In this 
way, he sought to preserve Luther's lofty estimation of the 
sacraments free from all magical and superstitious elements. 
This independent position he defended clearly and strongly 
from the issue of the 1st Edition of the Institutes in 1536 
to his death in 1564- In his Institutes, Calvin begins with a 
simple definition. "The sacrament is an external sign by which 
God seals on our consciences His promises of goodwill toward us, 
in order to strengthen the weakness of our faith. In other 
words, the sacrament is a testimony of the grace of God, confirm- 
ed by an external sign". (IV. 14- par I). There is no sacrament 
without a preceding promise. The sacrament is its sequel, and 
it is added to confirm and seal the promise, not because it is 
necessary to the promise, but because of our human weakness and 
needs. This is the basic idea of Luther's Sacramental doctrine 
as formulated in the'J)e Captivitate Babylonica 1 , which empha- 
sised the testamentary character of the divine grace, and which 
stamped the sacrament as an attestation of the divine will. By 
this means, a relation was established between the divine 
promise and human faith.
According to this standpoint, there is no divine necessity for 
the Sacraments, but merely a human necessity for the strengthen- 
ing of faith through symbolical signs. Only the feebleness of 
our faith, renders the external help necessary. In this way, 
es Wernle (I) says, Calvin shows a deeper knowledge of human 
nature than Zwingli, for he makes more allowance for our human 
imperfections. "But as our faith is slender and weak, so, if
(1). Wernle. Dei evangelische Glaube. 'Calvin 1 p.
u.
it be not propped up on every side and supported by all kinds 
of means, it wanes and even falls". (I?, 14 para. 3). We are 
human, not spiritual, We "creep on the ground*, and "cleave 
to the flesh 1*. Therefore God accommodates himself to our weak 
comprehension, and tries to lead us to Himself by earthly 
means, not that there is miraculous power in these things, but 
because Be has destined them for this end and signification. 
But some one may say, "How can the external sign give a greater 
assurance to the Word?" (IV. 14 para. 5). In reply, Calvin 
speaks of the "Sealing" nature of the Sacraments. He mentions 
the seal of the title-deed which procures a much stronger 
attestation of its contents, and he cites the word "seal" as 
used by Paul (Romans IV). and the example of the Old Testament 
covenants. He calls them also "exercises" which confirm our 
faith in the word of God, and because we are carnal, they are 
exhibited under carnal objects. (IT. 14 para. 6). He draws an 
illustration from Augustine who speaks of "visible words", and 
he himself uses another, "supports and pillars for our faith, 
but not the foundation, for that is God's work alone". That the 
wicked may also receive these signs, does not destroy their 
value, for, as Augustine, again testifies, "The efficacy of 
the tford is produced in the Sacrament, not because it is 
spoken, but because it is believed". (IV. 14 para. 7). 
The Sacraments are thus Hilfsmittel (I). They are means and 
expedients which God employs to nourish, exercise and to 
augment our faith. In all this, there is no thought which goes
beyond Luther's Sacramental doctrine of 1520.
But now, there follows a defence of this teaching against the
left and the right.
Against the Left, there is a protest against the depreciation
of the Sacraments. (IV. 14 para. 74). Calvin proceeds to deal
with these Objections.
The 1st.objection of this class of teachers is based on the
autonomy of faith which leans unshakingly, firmly, and un-
dividedly on the mercy of God. Calvin shudders at this daring
certainty, which, as he believes, has never been, and will never
be attained by any man. Faith as the Bible teaches, and as we
(1). Wernle. p. 89-
v*now by our own Christian experience, has always to fight
Against the unbelief in our own souls, and must grow day by day 
through all the stages, until it reaches its full ripeness, 
"lord, increase our faith; and 'Lord, I believe, Help Thou mine 
unbelief 1 . These are testimonies of genuine Christian experience. 
The expression, "To believe with the whole heart", does not mean 
perfect adherence to Christ, but to hunger and thrist and to 
sigh for Him with a burning heart. In all this, Calvin revealed 
himself as an experiential theologian.
It- A 2nd. Objection to the strengthening of faith through the 
Sacraments is founded on the plea that this diminishes the power 
of the Holy Ghost, Who alone is the beginning, the middle, and 
the end of faith. (IV. 14 para. 8 f.).
Without denying in the least the spiritual origin of faith, 
Calvin rejoices in the threefold_J?ounjty_j>fJjrod, that He leads us 
to Himself, by the Word, the Sacraments and the inner illumination 
of the Holy Spirit. He considers his teaching to be far richer 
than that of his opponents. He is also of the opinion that even 
the Bible considers the strengthening of faith by the Sacraments, 
so highly, that it at times teaches that the deprival of the 
Sacraments is a sign of the deprivation of the divine grace. 
(IT. 14 para. 12).
III. A 3rd class of objectors fear that through a high estimat- 
ion of the Sacraments, there is a diminution of the honour due 
to God, and an attribution ofjgower^to the creatures. (IV. 14.
para. 12).
Calvin maintains that God only uses means and instruments, in
order to subdue all things to His glory. He uses such natural 
things as bread, and sunshine and fire to nourish our bodies, 
and spiritual things like the Sacraments, to nourish our Faith. 
Oar trust however, is not in bread nor sun, nor fire, nor 
sacraments, nor ought the glory of God to be transferred to them. 
Our faith and confession should rise to Him who is the author of 
the sacraments and of all things.
IV. A last objection is founded on the anci^ent^ meaning of the 
Latin wordj_JjSacr amentum" which designated the solemn oath made 
by the soldier to his commander on entering his service. (IV. 14 
para. 13)- But Calvin who is conversant with patristic teaching,
16. 
defends himself by explaining that the Fathers understood by the j
word "Sacramentum" a "Sacred Sign", and he illustrates his 
contention by the fact that the word "Fides" has acquired a new 
sense in Christian speech. Calvin does not object to the analogies 
drawn from the ancients, but he wishes to distinguish between 
the main and the secondary meanings of words. The fJLrst_meaning 
of the sacraments is that they contribute to our faith in God. 
The secondary thing is, that they attest our faith before men. 
(IV. 14 para. 13).
And now, he proceeds to defend his teaching against the Right. 
against the overeatimation of the 8acraments. (IV. 14 para. 14). 
There are two theories which Calvin rejects, which both agree 
that secret virtue resides in the Sacraments. 
1st. THE SCHOLASTIC THEORY that the Sacraments of the Hew Law 
justify and mediate grace (1), if we do not interpose the 
obstacle of mortal sin. Calvin attributes this fatal, pestilen- 
tial, nay 'devilish doctrine 1 to some exaggerated statements of 
the Fathers, especially of Augustine, and he opposes to them the 
Evangelical thesis, according to which, sacraments are only 
concomitant signs of God's Word, and that they can only be 
beneficial, if they are received by faith.
2nd. There is another_opp£sing false teaching which holds that 
a hidden virtue is bound with the Sacraments, so that the Grace 
of God is distributed in them in the same way as wine from a 
wine cup. (IV. 14- para. 17)-
Calvin maintains firmly that the only service of the Sacraments 
consists in their testifying and declaring the divine Love, and 
that their issue depends entirely on the opening of our heart 
and spirit for the understanding of the testimony. The Sacraments 
are what messengers of good news are to men, or earnests in 
ratifying pactions. "The Holy^ Spirit whom the sacraments do not 
bring promiscuously to all, but whom the Lord specially confers 
on His own, brings the gifts along with Him, makes way for the 
Sacraments, and causes them to bear fruit". (IV. 14- para. 17).
(1). See Council of Ferrara - Florence, page 1 of Thesis.
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Perhaps in dealing with this 2nd. objection by the right, Calvin
had in his mind some of the Expressions of Luther and his follow- 
ers. However there were other clear words of Luther which 
supported his view, and his treatment of the subject gives one 
the impression that he considers himself in accord with the 
main features of Lather's teaching.
He now speaks briefly on the ceremonies of the Old Testament, 
and he ascribes to them the same importance and significance as 
the two Hew Testament sacraments (Baptism and the Lord's Supper), 
with the only difference, that the former are related to the 
promised, future Christ, and the latter to the Christ now mani- 
fested and come. (IV. 14. para. 20).
Calvin touches here on a debated question which occasioned much 
dispute with the Anabaptists, - the question of the unity or 
of the opposition of the Old and Hew Testaments. On its solution 
depended the right or the wrong of Infant Baptism. Calvin treats 
of this matter especially in the 2nd. Edit, of the Institutes. 
In concluding, Calvin gives a summary of his teaching on the 
significance of the Sacraments. "Baptism testifies that we are 
washed and purified; the Supper of the Eucharist that we are 
redeemed. Ablution is figured by water, satisfaction by blood*. 
(IV. 14. para 32). It perhaps seems strange that he should say 
"in the blood", and not in the bread and wine, corresponding to 
the water of baptism. Wernle is of opinion that this expression 
was used in accordance with the first Epistle of John, where the 
water and the blood are mentioned as the "two witnesses". *fcor 
this subtlety, Calvin is indebted to the Bible". (1).
There can be no doubt that in his doctrine of the Sacraments, 
Calvin stands nearer to Luther than to the Swiss. God works in 
the soul of man through the Holy Ghost, but He uses as instruments 
the external, visible Church Ordinances of Preaching, and the 
sacraments. Through these, He strengthens the feeble faith of man.i 
But just because he felt himself to be such a strong Lutheran, 
he found it necessary to combat the superstition which mingled 
the outward sign and the substance of the Sacraments. For this 
reason, he stood up strongly in the 2nd Edition of the Institutes, 
for the decisive rdle of the jfoly Spirit, whom he calls, in 
accordance with Augustine, "the interior teacher of the soul".
(1). Wernle, p. 92.
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If the Spirit is absent, the Sacraments cannot offer us anything
more than they can bestow on blind eyes, or the voice on deaf
ears. The Spirit gives the force and power. The sacrament is
merely the Servant. The Sacraments cannot move a hair without
the power of the Spirit. Calvin uses as an illustration, the
arts which one employs in the case of a man whom one wishes to
persuade to a certain course of action. "Nothing is gained if
the individual himself possess not a clear and acute judgment,
by which he may be able to weigh the value of your arguments;
if moreover, he is not of a docile disposition, and ready to
listen to doctrine.
On the other hand, when opposite feelings exist, the person will
acquiesce* .
The same work is performed in us by the Spirit .
"That the word may not fall upon our ear, or the Sacraments be
presented to our eye in vain, - - He softens our heart - - in
short, transmits those external words and Sacraments from the
ear to the soul* (IV. 14- para. 10).
The Sacraments show us God's grace, but the Holy Spirit conducts
from the eye to the heart.
Christ used a similar illustration in the Parable of the Seed.
It depends entirely on the heart, whether it take root or not,
and the Holy Ghost works in the heart.
All that might sound too subjective, but to Calvin it had
another meaning.
He combats with such words the
but at the same time, he is convinced of their necessity for the
faith of man.
"The Sacraments then, are inserted (encadres) between the Word 
and the Spirit". (1). "Calvin was not actually Spiritualistic. 
He was a churchman without any ecclesiastical superstition. His 
Watchword on the question of the Sacraments was, "Neither too 
little, nor too much". (2).
ill: Doumergue, V. p. 326.Wernle, p. 93-
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THE ROMAH CATHOLIC COHCEPTIOH OF THE LORD'S SUPPER. 
If In order to have a clear idea of Calvin's Doctrine of the 
Sacraments; it is necessary to know the doctrine of Rome, of 
Wittenberg, and of Zurich, one can say that in order to under- 
stand and appreciate the theory of Calvin on the Lord's Supper, 
it is specially necessary to know the preceding theories of the 
Middle Ages, of Luther, and of Zwingli. For it is these that 
he refutes or conciliates. It is here that he exercises his 
function as a Mediator, and seeks that more excellent way which 
has ever led men to regard his doctrine as the Via Media. 
Ye shall not have to expound or discuss the ideas of the Roman 
Catholic Church on the Lord's Supper.
What we have said of its general ideas on the Sacraments suffices 
for our purpose.
The Mediaeval Doctrine of the Supper was solemnly framed as a 
dogma at the 4th. Lateran Council (1215), and it is important 
to notice, as Harnack points out, that it is here immediately 
attached to the Confession of the Trinity and the Incarnation. 
"In this way it is represented in this symbol as having a most 
intimate relation to these doctrines, as, indeed, forming with 
them a unity". (1).
In $he symbol of 1215, Transubstantiation and the Sacrifice of 
the Mass were expressly taught. (2).
"Moreover, there is one universal church of the Faithful, out- 
side of which no one whatever can be saved, in which Jesus Christ 
is at once Priest and Sacrifice, whose body and blood are truly 
contained in the sacrifice of the altar under the appearance of 
bread and wine, the bread being transubstantiated into the body,
and the wine into the blood by human power, so that for the 
effecting of the mystery of unity, we receive of His what He 
received of ours; and this Sacrament especially, no one can 
administer but the Priest who has been ordained according to the 
Church Authority, which Jesus Christ gave to the Apostles and
their successors".
(1). Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, VI. page 53-
(2). M&nsi, XIII. page 982. (2).
(3). _ do.
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The doctrine was defined in similar terms in the Bulle, "Ex^ltate
deo Nov. 22, 1439, Pope Eugene IV. (1). "The priest, speaking 
in the person of Christ, makes this Sacrament. For by virtue of 
the very words, the substance of the bread is connected with the 
body of Christ, and the substance of the wine with His blood, yet 
in such a way, that Christ is contained entire under the form of 
the bread, and entire under the form of the wine, also under any 
part of the consecrated wafer and consecrated wine, when a division 
is made, is the whole Christ. And, because through grace, man is 
incorporated into Christ and united to His members, it follows 
that through this Sacrament, grace is increased in those who 
receive it worthily, and every effect which material food and drink 
produce for the bodily life by sustaining and increasing and re- 
storing and delighting it, this sacrament produces for the spirit- 
ual life. In it, as Pope Urban says, we recall the pleasant 
 emory of our Saviour, we are held back from evil, we are strength- 
ened in good, and we advance to growth in virtues and graces*. (2). 
"The ideas of the Roman Catholic Church go back to two principles*, 
says Doumergue, 'from which all secondary ideas are derived. - 
fr-Tranaubstantiation and the Mass. That being the condition 
previous to this. This being the logical result of that". (3). 
"With the doctrine of Transubstantiation t falls equally the theory 
of the Mass, and the idea of the Opus Operatum*, writes Lobstein. (4) 
In the Roman Catholic system, the bond which unites the three con- 
ceptions of the Opus Operatum, Transubstantiation and the Mass is 
very easy to discern. It is true that each conception was formed 
independently of the other, and each has its distinct and particu- 
lar history, but the documents in which the Roman theology has 
collected its classic and normative expression do not leave any 
doubt as to the indissoluble concatenation which joins in one un- 
usual union, these three ideas, independent at the first.
(1). Mirbt. Quellen. p. 261. para. 12. Stone. The Holy Eucharist.
I. p. 379.
II). do.
III). Doumergue. V. p. 344-345- 
'IV). Lobstein. La Doctrine de la sainte Cene. p. 176.
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If the theory of the Mass were reduced to the simple commemoration 
of the sacrifice on Calvary, it would correspond to one of the 
most important motives which inspired the first thought of the rite 
of the Supper. But, according to the Roman Catholic, the Mass is 
such more than a Memorial, it is a sacrifice of propitiation, 
identified with the sacrifice on the Cross. It is the same victim, 
the same sacrifice, the same gift. (1).
How, in order that the Mass should renew the sacrifice on Calvary, 
it is necessary that the body and blood of the Master should be 
substantially present under the accidents and appearances of the 
consecrated bread and wine. (2). Like the doctrine of the Mass, 
the theory of the Opus Operaturn is a corollary of the dogma of 
Transubstantiation. The opus Operatum does not confine itself, 
as Moehler pretends, to affirming the objective character of the 
sacramental grace. (3)« It attributes also to the Eucharist an 
efficacy independent of the internal state of mind of the communi- 
cant. The Opus Operatura is necessary, as soon as the premises 
are admitted; and these premises are summed up in the idea of the 
substantial presence of Christ under the elements of the Supper. 
The practical consequences that the Roman Catholic Church has 
drawn from those dogmatic axioms are numerous and far-reaching. 
The most common of these are the Reservation of the Host ; the 
Adoration of the Sacrament; and the Celebration of the Corpus 
Christi.
Such was the Roman Catholic Doctrine of the Lord's Supper « as it 
was afterwards adopted substantially by the Council of Trent. 
"Two elements concurred from the beginning in its construction", 
says Seeberg, "the materialising of gra^e, and the hierarchical 
conception of the Church*. (4).
Such was the teaching of the Church in the early part of the 16th 
Century. As Professor Mackinnon points out, "there had been 
opposition to this doctrine, since the days of Ratranmus and
I). Council of Trent, Session XXII. Canon
II). Lobstein. Page 176.
III). Moehler, Symbolik, Pages 255-257-
IV). Seeberg, 7ol.ll. Page 144-
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Radbertus in the 9th Century, up to the time of the Nominalist 
School which suggested a less crass form of belief, whilst sub- 
mitting to the received conception as an authoritative doctrine 
of the Church". (1). We shall see in our discussion of the De 
Captivitate Babylonica what help Luther derived from the Hominalist 
School in refuting the Roman Catholic teaching. We shall meet in 
Zwingli's writings, a doctrine which was directed largely against 
the Mass, and in our study of the last Edition of the Institutes 
(1559), we shall find the ripe fruit of Calvin's thought, when he 
deals in fullest manner with all the abuses of the Roman Catholic 
Church. ?
Our next task is to state clearly the teaching of Luther and 
Zwingli on the Lord's Supper. We shall endeavour to define their 
particular theories, as they were gradually developed from the 
time of their earliest writings, through the course of their 
discussions and disputes, until the final statement of their 
doctrines.
We shall treat our subject historically, and our aim will be to 
discover in this early period, points of contact with the_later 
testimony of Calvin, who found, when he began to teach in 1536, 
that the way had been prepared for him. 
Calvin arrived in the fullness of the times.
(1). Professor Mackinnon. - Luther and the Reformation. Page 86.
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CHAPTER 1.
IS. EARLY TEACHING Q& THE 10110*5 SUPPER. 
A- BEFORE HIS CONTROVERSY WITH KARLSTADT.
It was characteristic of Lather that he should be able only by a 
very gradual process, to abandon the traditional tenets, and yet, 
even in his early writings, we can trace the working of that 
evangelical principle which was afterwards to form the basis of 
his Reformatory Testimony. This is clearly proved by Seeberg, (1) 
who, in his exposition of Luther's doctrine of the Lord's Sapper, 
proceeds from the writing "Bin Sermon vom hochw. Sakr. des 
Leichnams Christi, 1519, (2). We can, however, trace an even 
earlier strand of teaching in the Sermon on Maundy Thursday, 1518, 
on the Worthy Preparation for the Sacrament* (3)»
X.
SERMON OH MAUNDY THURSDAY. 1518. - ON THE WORTHY PREPARATION
FOR THE SACRAMENT.
In 1518, Lather starts from the question how one may worthily 
prepare himself for the enjoyment of the Holy Supper. He has 
here nothing to do immediately with the theories about the 
relation of the elements to Christ's body and blood, but with the 
way to the blessing of the Sacrament. In place of the Romish 
requirement of freedom from mortal sins, in order to a worthy 
partaking, he desires Faith. For, "All sins that axe committed 
In a state of unbelief are mortal sins". He does not require a 
definite measure of accurate, dogmatic knowledge concerning the 
Holy Sapper. The true preparation is a soul, hungering for God's 
righteousness and grace, and a firm and joyful faith. "If anyone*, 
says he, "be altogether too weak in faith, let him suffer himself 
to be borne in the arms of the Holy Mother, the Church, that the 
Lord may at least be induced to regard her faith. He should go 
to the Sacrament in faith, either that of the entire Christian 
Church, or, at least, that of some pious, individual Christian 
of his acquaintance. He should say, *Lord, accept me in the
(I). Seeberg. Vol. IV. page 373
(II). Brl. Ed. 27, page 25- ff-
(III). Erl. Ed. 17, Page 55-
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faith of the whole Christian Church, or of this or that man, for 
however it may be with me, I must be obedient to Thy Church which 
bids me come to the Sacrament 1 ". (1). In this early stage of 
Luther*s teaching, as in the entire course of Zwingli's teaching, 
there is an emphasis on the Christian Community, and on the 
relation of the individual members one to another. In the Holy 
Sacrament, the elements of the Eucharist are a picture of this, 
for the bread is made up of many grains and the wine of many 
grapes. Vven here, in Luther's earliest utterances, we see 
important divergences from the Roman Catholic tradition, There is, 
side by side, with the intercommunion of believers, a hint of 
the fundamental Protestant doctrine of the "Universal Priesthood 
of Believers'*. The grace of God is independent of the power and 
caprice of the clerical dispenser. Forgiveness may be announced 
not only by those in official positions, but with equal efficacy 
by any plain Christian brother. In the passage quoted, (2) along 
with the whole church,is placed the pious believer.upon whom the 
weaker Christian may lean for support. Already, Maundy Thursday, 
1518, as the danger of expulsion from the fellowship of the 
Romish ecclesiastical organisation began to threaten him, Luther 
had made up his mind that salvation is not dependent on fellow- 
ship with that body.
II.
In 1519. there appeared EIH SERMOH ?OM HOCHW. SAKR. DBS LEICH5AMS 
CHRIST!. (3).
In this Sermon, we have, what Kahnis characterises as the "Mystic 
bridge between the Middle Ages and the Reformation - an attempt 
to regenerate the Romish Mass from the heart outwards, without 
denying the miracle of Transubstantiatlon". (4).
(I). Erl. Ed. 17, p. 62. Koestlin, laither's Theologie,
I. p. 276.
(II). do.
(III). do. 27- p. 25. f. Dieckhoff, Die evangelische Lehre
p. 192. 
(IT). Kahnis. Die Lehre vom Abendmahl. p. 129.
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According to this writing, there are three momenta in the
Sacrament - the Signs, the Import or Work and Faith. 
The Sacrament or Sign, in and of itself is visible and outward. 
She Import or Significance is spiritual and inward, (in the 
spirit of man). It is to the exposition of the latter, which he 
calls also the Work or Fruit of the Sacrament, that he chiefly 
addresses himself in the document before us.
The Import or Work of the Sacrament he declares to be the Communion 
of Saints. The saints are members of Christ and of the Church, 
and all the spiritual possessions of Christ and His saints are 
imparted to and become the common possession of him who receives 
the Sacrament- On the other hand, all sufferings and sins become 
a common possession. (1). The individual receives in the 
Sacrament, a sign of such union with Christ and the saints, as 
makes the sufferings and life of Christ, as well as the lives 
and sufferings of all the saints, his own. The assurance is thus 
given to him in the Sacrament, that the sin by which he feels 
himself assailed, assails not him alone, but the Son of God, and 
all the saints on earth and in Heaven; and that Christ and the 
saints intercede before God for him. (1). As regards the recipient, 
he, upon his part, must bear the misfortunes of Christ and His 
saints. He must make the sorrows and adversities of all others 
his own. Here again, Luther employs the figure already used in 
the "De digna preparatione" of bread as composed of many grains. 
 Just as each separate grain loses its form and takes upon itself 
the common body of the bread, so Christ, with all his saints, 
takes upon Himself our form, and we become one loaf, one bread,
one body. The communion is thus one of Unitas and Caritas*. (2). 
He concludes this section with the comprehensive words, "Prom all 
of this it is clear, that this Sacrament is nothing else than a 
divine sign, in which Christ and all the saints, with all their 
works, sufferings and possessions, are given and appropriated for 
the consolation of all who are in distress, etc. To receive the 
Sacrament is nothing else than to desire all this, and firmly to 
believe that it takes place". (3)-
(I). Cpf. Seeberg. Vol. IV. page 323-
(II). Dieolshoff, - Die evangelische Abendmahl, Page 95  
(III). Seeberg, Vol. IV. page 324- passim.
Koestlin, - Luther's Theology. I.page 340.
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i
And now, in the THIRD moment (Faith) of the sacramental trans-
.1 ;
action,, we find ourselves face to face with the point of chief 
import (ince characterising the theory of Luther. It is FAITH 
which Brings the sign and the thing signified together. He
therefdre proceeds, after the conclusion of the paragraph just
/i 
quoted;, to say, "Here belongs the third part of the sacrament,
11 
namely! Faith, in which the power lies". "Thou must also desire
and fijrmly believe that thou hast received it (the communion), etc.*
t
If, therefore, Luther describes such communion as a result and 
fruit "of the sacrament, it can yet only become such, according 
to his view, through FAITH. Paith is to be constantly exercised 
by approaching the Sacrament; and in attending Mass. "It is 
necessary and good to go often to the Sacrament, or to exercise
/ i: t
and strengthen such faith daily in the Mass. Faith makes the' i
Sacrament out of a bare 'opus opera turn* into an 'opus operantis'*.(!}.
i;
If i(re now take a general vtiew of the contents of this work, we
; \ 
cannot but remark on the comparative mildness of Luther *s polemic
/ 
on the Mass. When we reflect upon the manner on which the preva-
lent practice of the Mass relegated the "Communio" to the back- 
ground, we might have expected a stronger condemnation of the 
/koman Catholic rite. This has been noticed by Dieckhoff (2) and 
Graebke (3), who conclude that at this period, Luther's ideas on 
the Lord's Supper were as yet very undeveloped.
'!). Seeberg, Tol. IV. pages 324-325-
II). Dieckhoff, Abendmahls lehre, Vol. I.page 205-
III). F. Graebke, Die Konstruktion der Abendmahls lehre Lathers, 
(1908) Volume I. page 26.
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"The meaning of the Words of Institution (Einsetzungworte) were 
not yet understood*. (I). "The presence of Christ's body is taken 
for granted, tout 'floats yet in air f . Transubstantiation is not 
yet denied". (2). This writing however, is full of significance. 
If it is a question of a "Sehen", "Horen", and "Essen", in the 
Sacrament, here the "Sehen" is the characteristic moment. (3). 
It is an epoch point in Luther's development, and it is an 
approach to a clearer realisation of the truth, which he after- 
wards contended for against Zwingli, the truth of the Communion 
of the believer with his Lord. Luther came here, as Seeberg 
says, very near to the original thought of the Supper. (3). It 
may be, as Dorner (4). holds, the mere outward husk that he has 
grasped, but it gives promise of a transition to better things.
III.
THE SUPPER PREVIOUS TO HIS COHTROVEBSY WITH
We have here two writings dating from the year 1520.
(AK The Sermon vom Seuen Testament. (5).
(&). The D$ Captivitate Babylonica. (6).
In the former, Luther begins with a denunciation of the numerous
ecclesiastical ordinances then in use, and describes the Holy
Mass as the only order of divine service instituted by Christ.
The entire Mass, according to Luther, with its whole nature, work,
benefit and fruit, lies in the words of Christ with which He 
celebrated it, and has commanded us to celebrate it. Indeed, 
this whole sermon, as Dieckhoff (7) remarks, "reads like a Song 
of Victory (Siegels Jubel) over the rediscovered Word". "What 
devil", Luther asks, "suggested that the words should be hidden
(I). Dieckhoff, Abendmahls lehre, Vol. I. page 205.
(II). Graebke, Die Konstruktion der Abendmahls lehre Luthers 
1 ' (1908). p. 26.
(III). Seeberg, Vol. IV. pages 324-325-
(IV). Dorner, Vol. I. page 156.
(V). Erl. Edition, Vol. 27- page 139. ff. 
Seeberg, Vol. IV. page 325. 
Dieckhoff, page 209.
(VI). Waoe & Buchheim, pages 141-181.
(VII). Dieckhoff, page 210.
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from the people?". In the Sacrament, everything lies in the words 
that Jesus speaks, which we should verily set in gold and precious 
stones". If then, we can characterise Luther's previous teaching 
on the Lord's Supper as an emphasis on the "Sehen", as Seeberg
y, (I); we can now describe this further development as a 
stressing of the "Ho'ren". How there appears the "Hearing" of the 
words of Institution as the chief thing in the Sacrament. These 
words of institution are not merely a formula of consecration, 
but a promise of grace, the words, "Cup of the Hew Testament" 
contain a new and imperishable Treasure - the forgiveness of 
sins. (I). The significance thus given to the words of Institution 
leads to the demand that they be not spoken by the priest as 
secret words, but "sung as loudly as possible*, and to the 
desire that masses might be "read in German". (2). 
As to the relation of Christ's body and blood to the elements, 
which in the writing of 1519, had been characterised as a "false 
subtlety" to rack ones brains about, (3) we get clearer teaching 
in the second treatise of 1520.
This Treatise appeared in October, 1520. Luther had written it 
in full expectation of the Papal Bull agpLnst him, which Eck in 
September, began to publish in Germany.
lather's friend Lange had called the "Address to the Nobility" 
a War Trumpet, but no less bold was the call to battle now 
sounded in this second work. In it, he represents the Papacy as 
the Babylonian Empire, and proves the tyranny exercised by Rome 
chiefly with reference to the Lord's Supper. This tyranny consists 
in Three things.
(A). The Denial of the Cup to the Laity.
(B). The Doctrine of Transubstantiation.
(C). The Conception of the Mass as a Good Work or Sacrifice.
I). Seeberg, Vol. IV. page 326.
II). Erl. Edition. 27- page 154. f-
III). Seeberg, Vol. IV, page 324- f- 
(IV). Dieckhoff, page 232. Wernle, Luther, page 27- 
face ft Buchheim, 141-181.
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(A)   He describes aa the First Captivity, the withholding of 
the Cup from the laity. Communion in both kinds, he holds, is 
in conformity with the teaching of I Gor. H. and the Synoptic 
Gospels. (151). He quotes the words of the Lord, "Drink ye all 
of it*, and asks why the greater thing should be granted to the 
laity, i.e. that the Lord's blood was shed for them, and yet the 
less be denied them, i.e., that the sign of this blood As also 
here for them. levertheless, in characteristic fashion, Lather 
would not forcibly claim the right of double communion. (I). 
We often find him "violent in word and compromising in action*. 
(2). He only insists that no one will justify the tyranny mani- 
fested in the withholding of the privilege. Meanwhile, let it be 
endured, just as one would, a captivity among the Turks, where 
neither element could be received. (155)-
(£.)  The Second Captivity is seen in the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation. (155). This doctrine is a milder Bondage. Luther now 
confesses who it was that had first awakened suspicions in his 
mind concerning this subject, namely, gardlnal Cambray, and Peter 
D'Ailly, whose works he had studied already upon every opportunity, 
at Erfurt, (3). He had found there developed, he declares, with 
great acuteness, the opinion, that in th$ Sacrament,real bread 
and wine are present, and not merely their properties (150). It 
is therefore no new theory whi«h Luther brings forward here, but 
the so-called Consubstantiation which Rupert of Deutz set forth. 
(4). D'Ailly had maintained that the co-existence of the body of 
Christ with the substance of the bread, by virtue of a Unio, 
could be at least as easily assumed, as a presence of the body 
under the properties of the bread, from which the substance has 
been removed. Luther then proceeds to say that afterwards, when
he saw what kind of a church it was that had supported the 
decision, lamented by D'Ailly, i.e. the Thomistic and Aristotelian 
Church, he became bolder; and is now thoroughly convinced in his 
conscience of the correctness of the view, that it is manifestly
J.B. ^timbers in brackets refer to pages in Wace & Buchheim.
I). Werale, page 21.
II). Professor Mackinnon's Lectures, Dec. 1924.
III). Seeberg, Vol. IV. page 325-
IV). do.
and Werale. page 28.
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true bread and wine, in which are the true flesh and the true 
blood of Christ, no less than they (the Romanists), locate 
these under the properties of the bread and wine. (156). "The 
opinions of the Thomists, even though approved by Pope and 
Council, are still only opinions, and do not become articles of 
faith, for that which is maintained without Scriptural proof or
well-attested revelation, may be the basis of an opinion, but we
tf 
are not compelled to believe it. (156). But the opinion of
Thomas (I), in question, is entirely without any Scriptural 
evidence or reasonable basis and does not even show an acquain- 
tance with philosophy and dialectics, The Evangelists clearly 
assert that bread was taken and blessed by Christ. Christ calls 
upon the disciples to receive and eat this bread, since this 
very thing, namely, the bread taken and broken by Him, is His 
body. Likewise, Paul calls it bread. He does not say "in the 
bread", but, "the bread is the Communion of the body of Christ". (160) 
We, are to understand true bread and wine, Just as a true cup. 
Even the Thomists do not hold to the Transubstantiation of the 
Cup. (157). On the question of the real relation of the bread 
and the wine to the body and blood of Christ, Luther only 
touches lightly. He enquires, with D*Ailly, why Christ cannot 
cause His body to be contained just as well within the substance 
of the bread as within its properties.
He than employs as an illustration, Pire^Iron which are two 
substances, but which are yet so commingled in "glowing iron* 
that every part is both fire and iron. Why now might not, much 
rather, the glorified body of Christ be in every part of the 
substance of the bread? It will be observed that it is the 
glorified Body of Christ, as such, for which Luther claims such 
a possibility.
Finally, he appeals in support of his view (161) of the relation 
of the bread and the body, to the relation existing between the
(I). In this impeachment of the fhomists, Luther was mistaken, 
as Transubstantiation was sanctioned by the 4th Lateran Council 
(1215), before Thomas was born.....Prof. Mackinnon's Lectures. 
Dec. 1924-
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two natures of Christ. For the bodily indwelling of the divinity 
of Christ, no transubstantiation of the human nature was required, 
but without assailing the integrity of either nature, we assert, 
"This man is God. This God is man*. Thus, while both the bread 
and the body remain, we may yet say, "This bread is My body". 
In general, in this whole discussion, it is evident that Luther 
is here concerned more for the refutation of his antagonists, 
than for the positive presentation of any theory of his own. He 
however makes the clear assertion that the consecrated bread and 
wine ARE the Body and Blood of Christ. They are still bread and 
wine, as well as the body and blood. The body and blood are as 
really present, as if the doctrine of transubstantiation were 
true, and yet, though transubstantiation is not to be imposed on 
any, it may be held by those who wish it. In this simple faith, 
the common people of the time believe the truth, that the body 
and blood of Christ are truly contained in the sacrament, without 
troubling themselves with the subtleties of the theologians about 
substance and accident. (161).
Of his own view, he says in conclusion, "Thus meanwhile, I shall 
stand scrupulously for the honour of the sacred words of God, to 
which I shall not suffer violence to be done by petty reasonings1* .QL6(
the 3rd Captivity of the Sacrament is for Luther the Sacrifice of 
the Mass, which is indeed P by far the most iniquitous of all, and 
which has drawn with it an endless train of abuses. He knows that 
he has here to contend with an evil that has been firmly entrenched 
for many centuries, which has received universal approval, and 
which cannot be overthrown without changing almost the entire, 
present organisation of the Church. (162).
He, first of all, argues against the conception of the Mass as 
the rendering of a good work. Starting with the words of institut- 
ion, he reiterates the principles previously announced, and is thus 
led to speak of the significance of the presence of the body of 
Christ in the bread. This, he steadfastly maintains. The Mass,
ferule, p. 27-28. Seeberg IV. p. 526. passim. Wace & Buchheim.
passim.
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or Sacraoent of the altar is for him, the Testament of the 
departed Christ. This Testament (163) is the promise of the 
forgiveness of sins, confirmed by His death. The Mass is essent- 
ially nothing more than the words of Christ in which He says, as 
it were, "Behold, condemned sinner, out of pure grace, I promise 
thee, before thou hast merited anything, the forgiveness of all 
thy sins and eternal life; and in order that thou mayest be sure 
of this, I will surrender My body and My blood, by which means I 
will, by death, confirm My promises, and I will leave behind Me 
both My body and My blood as a sign and memorial to thee of this 
My promise. As oft as ye do this, remember Me, extol My love. (166)* 
God Saves us, not by accepting our work, but by anticipating us 
with His promises. Hotbing is required on our part, but faith, 
supporting itself on this divine word. (166). 
Prom this consideration of the words of promise, Luther is led 
again, just as in the sermons already reviewed, to the peculiar 
nature of the sacrament as such. God is accustomed to affix signs 
or memorials to His promises and He accordingly attached to the 
highest promise of all, the very body of Christ as a memorial sign. 
The Word in the Mass is the Testament. The bread and the wine 
(together with the body therein contained) is the Sacrament. But 
the chief stress is still laid on the Word, and the remark is 
again added, that we can spiritually eat and drink at any hour, 
by nourishing faith upon the words of Christ. Of this spiritual 
reception of the Supper, Luther has already spoken in an earlier 
portion of the tract, when discussing the question whether any 
argument for the administration of both elements could be drawn 
from the words of Jesus in John, Chap. 6. (144). 
He had there very decidedly pronounced against the application of 
that passage to the sacraments, and in this connection, had 
declared; "It is not the sacramental eating in which also the un- 
worthy participate, but only the Spiritual eating in faith, that 
quickens us". It is only the Spiritual eating to which the words
Werale. p- 29. passim. Wace & Buchheim. passim.
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of the Lord, "Whoso eateth not the flesh. .. .hath no life in him*, 
can apply.
From this conception of the significance of the Mass, Luther now 
draws also the inference that it cannot be presented as a satis- 
faction for the dead or for any condition of distress. The Mass 
is a Promise; and as such, can be applied to none but the believer 
and to him alone, by virtue of his faith. (176). 
As an especial and yet greater offence, he designates the con- 
ception of the Mass as a Sacrifice offered to God., as it appears 
to be represented in the Canon of the Mass itself. (176). Even 
Christ Himself, at the institution of the Supper, did not offer 
Himself as a sacrifice to God, but, sitting at the table, He 
announced to His disciples the Testament, and offered to them 
the sign. (177).
"The Mass is more thoroughly Christian, the more it resembles that 
first celebration, which was eminently simple, without pomp or 
ceremony*. (1).
That the Mass, even when administered by an unworthy priest, is 
perfectly valid, he most readily concedes (180). Just so, he 
declares, is the gospel proclaimed by ungodly men, and to this, 
h« adds, "The Mass is really part of the gospel, and in fact, 
a short summary and epitome of the gospel". (180). Hence all 
sermons should be nothing else but an exposition of the Mass. 
The difference between a sacrament and a sacrifice is thus con- 
cisely stated. 'The former comes from God through the ministrat- 
ion of the priest and demands faith. The latter originates in our 
faith, and ascends to God, from whom it demands a hearing'. The 
latter, at least, he adds, requires a worthy priest, in as much 
as God does not hear sinners. (l8l).
(1). Wernle. p. 32. Harnack. Dogmengeschichte. VII. p. 218.
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LUTHER'S TEACHING. - 1516-1520. 
We have now traced Luther's teaching through Three distinct and 
definite Stages. Yet we cannot say that up till now, he has 
developed a consistent theory. "Hew and Old, Evangelical and 
Catholic, still exist alongside each other". (1). 
These early works do not even shew a consistent progress towards 
his later doctrine. Luther so far regards the Eucharist as a 
Beneficiura, and not as an Offioium. The details of his exposition 
vary. (2).
In 1518, bread and wine are pictures of the Unitas Cordium. 
In 1519, the Transformation (Wandlung) of bread and wine is a 
picture of our transformation into the spiritual body of Christ. 
In 1520, 'the body and blood are present to support the trustworth- 
iness of the word of forgiveness, being outward signs of the 
death which was necessary, before the testament could have effect'.
(3).
Luther is operating within scholastic limits, and has sought to 
invest the old formulae with an evangelical meaning, His great 
aim is to restore the Word to its rightful place in the sacrament, 
and alongside the sacrament, and to keep the sacrament from being 
regarded as a higher vehicle of grace than the Word. Indeed in 
the De Captivitate Babylonlca, he asserts that he prefers to speak 
of only One Sacrament - the Word and several signs. (4). 
Loofs regards this work as of Primary importance for the eluci- 
dation of Luther's original sacramental teaching. That teaching 
was still more clearly defined in 1523- (5)-
Here we enter upon the phase which SEEBEEG characterises as the 
ESSEK. In this instance, he had occasion to defend and justify 
his view of the presence of the Body of Christ in face of the 
writings of the Bohemian Brethren.
i
(TTT) F. Graebke. Die Konstruktion der Abendmahls lehre Luthers. 
v ' p. 1 to 42.
II). Watt.Castings Ency. of Rel. & Ethics. & Herzog-Hauck. IX
p. Io4>
(IV). Wace 9s Buchheim. p. 147   
(y). Loofs Leitfaden, p. 229-
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11- IfiSSM. AHD THE BOHEMIAH BRETHREN.
$wo treatises by their senior Lucas had been forwarded to Luther, 
and his comments on these are embodied in his well-known work, 
"Vom ABBETEfi des SACEAMEMTS des HEILIGEN LEICHHAHS CHRISTI*. (1523) 
(1).
It is difficult to discover what exactly were the views of these 
people on the Sacrament, but from Luther's Discussion on them, 
we learn that they were not in strict accordance with his own. 
The Bohemians seemed to be anxious to avoid as far as possible 
laying themselves open to the charge of denying the presence of 
the body altogether. They rejected the Scholastic Doctrine of a 
transformation of the substance, and declared that, with the words 
of consecration, there is immediately present the true (verum) 
body of Christ, but spiritually. He is not present personally 
with the natural substance of His body. In this natural sense, 
He will not be present on this earth till the Day of Judgement. 
With the actual substance of His body, He has but one place, namely, 
at the right hand of God, the place to which He ascended before the 
eyes of His disciples. Christ, with His actual body is not here, 
actually and corporeally, but spiritually, and efficaciously. On 
the other hand, they always expressly disavowed fellowship with 
those who regarded the Supper as a bare memorial feast, or the 
bread as merely "figuratively* the body of Christ dwelling in 
Heaven. This view is a clear anticipation of the view of Calvin. 
It contained the germ of his theory, and Luther who never once 
publicly condemned the Genevan doctrine, dealt kindly with the 
interpretation of the Bohemian Brethren. It is significant that 
these Waldenses or Picards, as Lather calls them, afterwards 
placed themselves in closer relations with Calvinism. (2).
, Luther was now compelled to mark out a clear line of dis-
crimination between his own teaching and a theory of the Lord's 
Supper which opposed the entire doctrine of a Bodily Presence. 
He was not now corobatting Bomish errors, but what seemed to him 
false teaching on the Reformation ground. (3).
(II). Xoestlin, Vol. II. page 261.
(III). Dieckho££, page 238.
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IQM ANBETEH DBS HEILIGEH LEICHKAMS CHRIST I. (1). 
In the year 1523, he addressed to the Brethren this Treatise. In 
the Introduction, he refers to a Catechism, by the Senior Lucas, 
which teaches that Christ is in the Sacrament not independently, 
or naturally, and also, that the Sacrament is not to be adored. 
He then proposes to consider how "so many frivolous spirits have 
taken offence" at Christ's Words of Institution, upon which 
everything depends. He does not designate the parties he has in 
mind, but the reader is naturally led to think of the interpre- 
tation proposed by Honius. (2).
In the first place, for instance, he proceeds to say, some have 
held that there is simply bread and wine in the Sacrament, and 
that the bread only signifies the body of Christ, and likewise 
the wine His blood. Against this, he presents the warning to 
which he, throughout the entire controversy concerning the lord's 
Supper, constantly returns, namely, that we should let Reason 
go, and abide in simplicity on the words of Christ, who will not 
deceive. It is sacrilege to give a divine word, without a reason 
from Scripture, any other than the natural signification. And 
that the bread is the body of Christ, (3) is a statement which 
Faith endures and opposes in no single passage. If there be now 
nothing to compel faith to do otherwise, we must, as has been 
said, let every word stand in its natural significance. 
In all these discussions, we have propositions, around which was 
waged the succeeding controversy between Luther on the one hand, 
and Zwingli and Oekolampadius, on the other. 
Luther himself, afterwards, in the midst of the controversy, 
referred to these earlier utterances, asserting that he had in 
his letter to the Waldenses already, refuted the Significationists, 
before anyone had ever thought that they were coming.
(I). Erl. Edit, 27- p. 388. ff.
(II). Seeberg. IV. p. 328.
(III)- Seeberg. IV. p. 328. ff. Erl. Edit. 28. p. 390.
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As a Second Error of the Bohemians. Luther instances their 
opinion based on I. Cors. 16 & 17, that the body is only the 
spiritual body of Christ, or the Congregation. (1). 
According to this view, "the essence of the sacrament consists 
merely in the incorporation into the spiritual body of Christ, 
while bread and wine are appointed as a certain sign for this 
incorporation, and for the exercise of this spiritual body. This 
spiritual body, whose head is Christ, is typified by the congre- 
gation" .
In opposition to this new view, Luther draws a clear line of 
distinction between the spiritual body of Christ, which we as 
believers constitute, and the natural body which is given and 
distributed for us in the Supper. Referring to I Cor, 10 & 16, 
"the bread which we break, is it not the Communion of the Body 
of Christ?" he interprets it as follows, (1). "When we eat 
such bread, we all together, each as much as the other, receive 
and enjoy, not simply bread, but the body of Christ." In the 
communion of the body of Christ, which Paul declares the bread 
broken by us to be, he sees a common enjoyment of the real 
natural body of Christ by all who break the bread, i.e. who 
participate in the celebration of the Sacrament. Luther bases 
his view upon the Apostle's declaration concerning the "Breaking". 
"This", says he, "without doubt, means the handling of the Supper 
in giving and taking. Hence, the apostle is speaking of that 
communion which the breakers of the Sacrament, each one as much 
*|S the other, enjoy. He cannot moreover, have in view that spirit- 
ual communion in the body of Christ, which the Bohemians assert, 
since that spiritual communion is not enjoyed by all who, break 
the bread, although they all have part in the Sacramental
Communion". Thus Luther not only finds in I Cor. 10, a testimony 
to the real presence of Christ in the Sacrament, but the passage 
conveys for him especially the idea, that there is a reception 
of this body upon the part of such as are not spiritually united 
to Christ, i.e. upon the part of everyone who, with other partic- 
ipants, receives^the bread^
(I). Erl. Bd^page 390. f.
Seeberg, IV. page 328. f.
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The doctrine that ^worthy quests at the Communion also receive 
the body of the Lord, is thus here plainly expressed. This 
doctrine was afterwards to prove a great stumbling block in the 
way of union with the Swiss, and notwithstanding Bucer's mediating 
efforts, it prevented a general acceptance of the Wittenberg 
Concordia of 1536. But perhaps, the AffBETEN DES SAKRAMEHTS DES 
HBILIGEN LEICHNAMS CHRISTI is noteworthy for its repeated 
emphasis on the Word - the Haupstuck of the sacrament, inasmuch 
as it brings with it Christ with His Flesh and blood, and all 
that He is and has.
In conclusion, Luther says that the Adoration (Anbeten) is 
admissible, but the best communicants are those who are altogether 
engaged with the words of the sacrament. "Let one but exercise 
faith aright in the Word of the sacrament, and the Adoration will 
come in very suitably of itself".
So far, we have been dealing with Luther's earlier utterances, 
but from the beginning of the controversy with Karlstadt, his 
doctrine began to be more distinctive. (1). On the negative 
side, it had to be free from the errors and superfluous miracles 
of Rome, and on the positive side, it had now to be developed 
against a theory which denied that the sacrament was a means of 
grace at all, and in particular, refused to allow any real 
presence of Christ in the Supper. (1). 
&  - Luther's Conflict with Karlstadt. (2). 
Andrew Bodenstein of Karlstadt. was a professor in Wittenberg, 
when Lather was still in the Wartburg, and Karlstadt was a power 
in the town. Wittenberg became the scene of tumult and disorder. 
Radical reforms were introduced, most of them good, but their 
hasty execution bred excitement, and this was fanned into uproar 
and riot by the appearance of the Zwickau prophets. To Luther, 
Karlstadt was the man wholly responsible for this tumult - a 
fanatic himself and an associate of Fanatics.
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(I). Seeberg. IT. p. 328.
(II). Watt. Ency. of Rel & Ethics. & Dieckhoff. p. 299.
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WRITING.
In the year 1525, there appeared Karlstadt's Exposition of the 
words "Hoc est corpus meum". In this work he positively denied 
that the presence of Christ in the Supper could be proved from 
Scripture. In the sentence, "Take, eat, this is my body", 
according to Karlstadt, Christ pointed to His body in which He 
was sitting at the table, and said of it, that it would now be 
given ofrer to suffering and death. The taking and eating, he 
claimed, relate to the bare bread. To the eating of the bread 
then, the words of the Lord which follow, "Do this in remembrance 
of Me", are supposed to refer. The word "TOUTO" being neuter, 
cannot refer to "AHTOS" (bread) which is masculine. 
Luther could hardly be expected to accept this exegesis, but with 
much of Karlstadt's teaching, he might have very well agreed. He 
explains his position clearly in a letter to the Christians of 
Strasbourg (15 Dec. 1524) (I). "I will confess that had Dr. 
Karlstadt or anyone else been able five years ago to show me 
that there is nothing in the Sacrament but bread and wine, he 
would have done me very great service. My trials have been so 
severe, and my struggles and exertions upon the point so 
violent, that I would fain have escaped from them, as I well 
saw that I could thereby have given the severest blow to the 
Papacy. - - - But I am shut up and camnot escape. The text is 
too strong and will not suffer itself to be torn from its meaning 
by words". Besides this, (2) Luther could never see Karlstadt 
as a thinker differing from him in certain points of Theology. 
He always saw him as the representative of a fundamentally
different type of piety, or rather as devoid of true evangelical
religion altogether, and so in his various answers to Karlstadt 
and to those associated with him, though he always came back to 
the Sacrament, he attacked their whole conception of salvation 
and its appropriation. (3) Karlstadt had no conception, he urged,
(I). Ullmann, Vol. I. page 511. 
Loofs, page 808. 
Harnack, VII. 262.
(II). Erl. Ed. XXX. 308.
Koestlin, II. 72. (Realpresenz.
(III). Jager, Luther's religioses Interesse an seiner Lehre von der
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in Christ Himself. What was needed was "Comfort" through 
assurance of the forgiving grace of God. This comfort was not 
to he found in any mere subjective remembrance. Some objective 
guarantee was wanted. (1). In January 1525, Luther replied to 
Karlstadt.
WIDER DIE HIMMELISCPJEBT PROPHETEH.
This new work is most important, containing as it does, & refu- 
tation of the two arguments which claimed Luther's attention 
afterwards in his principal treatise against Zwingli in the year
1527.
(Jl). Karlstadt argued firstly, (2) that Jesus Himself declares 
in John VI., 63 that "His flesh profiteth nothing". Luther 
inquires of what profit, then could that flesh of Christ have 
been to which the Lord is said to have pointed, when He said 
"Touto". He demands too, that a discrimination be made 
between flesh, and Christ's flesh. The saying in John VI. 63, 
is not to be referred to the flesh of Christ at all, but is to
be interpreted in connection with the following declaration,
»   
i.e. that the words of Christ are spirit and life. By the
"flesh which profiteth nothing", Christ accordingly meant a 
"carnal understanding* (intellectus carnalis) of these, His 
divine words. "Flesh" here, as elsewhere in the Scripture, denotes 
the "carnal" disposition, will, understanding, and fancy. 
(£). The second argument of Karlstadt above referred to was, 
that Christ would have to leave His place in Heaven in order to 
enter into the bread, or, as Luther found the objection expressed 
by Karlstadt: "Christ would have to spring up at once (aufspringen) 
whenever summoned by the putrid breath of a drunken priest" . In 
response, Luther refuses to hear anything of an interpretation 
according to which, Christ "ascends and descends". He cites the 
passage (3) Ephesians I, 23, "the Church which is His body, the 
fulness of Him that filleth all in ell", declaring that Karlstadt
•"•""^•""^•»"*»^" ••»"•••* •»•• ^V^W•••<•»«»«» ' - *•»«•»**-•• •» M» «•» TTJ _ ^» <•• II* ••»••••••*•»«• —•• --- MMaMM^vi *-» M» «
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(I). Professor 'ffatt, Encyl. R. & E. Hastings.
(II). Seeberg IV. 329.
Koestlin II. 23 passim.
(III). Seeberg IV. 329.
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does not understand the Kingdom of Christ, how Christ is in all 
places, and according to this text fills all things. He pressed 
the case still further, showing that this same spirit would then 
also have to contend that the Son of God, when He was in His 
mother's womb, had been compelled to forsake Heaven. 
Luther thus places side by side, the omnipresence of the exalted 
Christ (Bph. I. 23), (which was held to involve the possibility 
of His presence also in the Lord's Supper), and an existence in 
Heaven which must be attributed to the God Man as continuing 
without interruption even during the incidents attending the 
beginning of Eis Incarnation. T hi s isjthe^ii' st^ joent ion_ o f an 
important positive glgg€nt_ln ̂^tjier ' 'JLJ^Pfej^ - A new tendency
now became evident in his conception of the subject, especially 
in connection with the question as to the relatipn_ojf the body 
and blood to the visible ; elements. The "sophistry and keen wit 
of Karlstadt and his horde" demanded to know how Christ could 
say of the bread, "This is My body". Luther had in a previous 
work used the illustration of the "Glowing Iron", and of "the 
two natures in Christ". He now proceeds to say that if this mode 
of speech does not satisfy them, they might avail themselves of 
the fact that the Scriptures make frequent use of the figure known
as Synecdoche/ (1) mentioning the whole of an object when they meanf
to designate a part only, fhus, for example Moses calls the 
Children of Israel "God's peculiar people 1*, although in reality, 
only the minority belonged to God, or were His true children. 
Thus also those very wise people might have interpreted the whole 
object of which Christ speaks, i.e. the bread and the body, as 
indicating the body alone, understanding Him as saying, "This is 
My body", wiiihout making any mention of the bread. The bread is 
indeed also present, but inasmuch as everything depends on the 
body, He speaks as if there were nothing there but the body. (2). 
We see that by the TOUTO; Luther understood the bread, not however, 
as bread alone, but as clearly marking a sacramental unity with
^^ ^""* m^m^ ̂ V^MMd*«W^«^ ̂BB^^^H ̂ M W«M
» «*^M*H> ———— WW «M*** »™ •*• " ' «"• »» • ^"* <••*•» - ••" ^
^ ̂ * «••• •a" «•»«•• •»•• ••» MB ̂HB «•• ̂ ^ W^ — ^^••••^
^•B ̂ M •» •» _
(I). Herzog - Hauck XX. page 185-
(II). Brl. Ed. XXIX. 267-
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the body of Christ, which sacramental unity exists before the 
words were spoken. This mode of explanation by "Synecdoche** (1) 
marks on epoch point in Luther's teaching.
All throughout his later writings, he maintained this content of 
the word TOUTO. (1). It seemed to him the only fully Christian 
one, and he always claimed that it was literal. This work 
"Wider die Himmelischgn Propheten" was Luther's reply to the 
theory of Karlstadt.
(I). Herzog-Hauck. Vol. XX. page 185-
CHAPTER POUR . - Pages 45 to 52. 
ZWINSLI'S TEACHING IN ITS THREE PERIODS
(A). Before he came into conflict with Luther in 1524-
(B). Zwingli in conflict with Luther. (1524..1529).
(C). Zwingli's Return to his early, positive Teaching (1529. .1531)•
A.
aWINGLI'S TEACHING BEFORE 1524- - ZWIffGLI AND !THE MASS.
Archeteles (1522).
18th Article of the 67 Schlussreden - Jan. 1523. 
Auslegung der 67 Schluesreden. . . July 1523- 
Letter to Wyttenbach............June 1523.
Summing up of Zwingli's Teaching.... so far.
De Canone Missae. August 1523.
The Sources of Zwingli's Early Teaching ———ERASMUS.
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CHAPTER FOUR.
ZWIKGLI'S TEACHING .... Iff ITS THREE PERIODS.
Introduction.
But now, two more formidable exponents of Eucharistic doctrine
appeared on the field, ZWINGLI, the LUTHER of Switzerland, and
OEKOLAMPADIUS, its MELANCHIHON, had arrived at a different
interpretation of the words of institution from that of Karlstadt,
and they were able to support it with exegetical and rational
arguments.
Various points of Luther's teaching are first brought into
prominence in his controversy with Zwingli and Oekolampadius,
and our next task is to examine the writings of Zwingli, before
he came into conflict with the Theologian of Wittenberg .
This investigation into Zwingli's original teaching is all the
more necessary, as it will be our aim to show that in Zwingli,
there is a more positive element than iJL^?^^ agsogiatg^JBLith
his name.
If we accept the conclusions of Doumergue (l), Dorrier (2),
Kohler (3), and Mieville (4), we are able to assert that the
description *Zwinglian' can not with justice be applied to
Zwingli.
According to the general opinion, Zwingli mado of the Supper a
'pure symbol 1 , a 'mere memorial'. Thus for example,
I). Doumergue. V. p. 351-
II). Dorner I,, p. 307-
III). Walter Kohler. Zwingli und Luther, p. 15.
IV). Mie'ville. La sainte Gene d'apres Zwingli. p. 26.
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Seeberg (I) "The theory of Zwingli is simple. The bread and the 
wine are signs of the body and blood of Christ, given for us, and 
recall to us the work of Redemption. The word 'IS' is synonomous 
with •SIGNIFIES*. Faith alone can apprehend salvation and 
appropriate it. But faith has to do only with spiritual entities. 
In consequence, to eat the body of Christ can only signify that 
we appropriate by faith the salvation acquired by the sacrifice 
of this body. In the Supper, Christ is present only by the con­ 
templation of faith, and not essentially and really. •Faith in 
Christ is really the eating of His body. The body is then eaten, 
when His death for us is believed 1 . (2). If we would take the 
eating of the body of Christ seriously, we would come into con­ 
flict on the one hand, with the maxim, that the flesh profiteth 
nothing, and on the other hand, collide with the limitation of 
Christ's body to one place. Moreover, at the time of the 
institution of the Lord's Supper, the blood of Christ had not 
yet been shed. (III. p. 333).
The Lord's Supper is thus, according to Zwingli, on the one hand, 
a memorial celebration, designed to remind us of the redemption 
wrought by the death of Christ, arid on the other hand, a profession 
of adherence to Christ in the presence of the congregation, and 
thus, the assuming of an obligation to lead a Christian life. 
(III. p. 601). (3)".
Such i s Seeberg*3 opinion ofJZwingl i ' s Buchari at ic doct rine . 
Doumergue, Dorner, Mieville, Kohler, Prof. Orr and others, however 
point the way to a more accurate description. (4). 
The Encyclopaedia Lichtenberger (5) also supports this more
favourable view. "it is said that Zwingli has insisted on the idea 
that the bread and wine are only symbols of the body and blood 
of Christ, that the Eucharist feast ±& a simple memorial, but one 
is able to quote easily numerous passages, where Zwingli calls
the Supper 'the nourishment of the Christian soul'. In short, 
£wingli defends the right of a healthy mysticism. His conception 
of the Supper does not merit the description of a vague and empty
(I). Seeberg. IV. p. 378.
(II). Opera. III. p. 595-
(III). Seeberg IV. p. 378.
(IV). Prof. Orr. U.P. Magazine. Oct. 1900. p. 459.
(V). Encyclopaedia Lichtenberger. Art. Abendmahl.
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sign. In consequenoe, to reconstruct the dogma of the Supper, 
it is necessary to develope greatly the tradition of Zwingli 11 . 
Since Baur's two-volumed Work, Zwingli *s Theoiogie, ihr Werden 
and ihr System (1885-1889), it has for long been generally 
accepted that there was present from the beginning, in Zwingli *s 
theory of the Supper, a certain antagonism to that of Luther (1). 
The stand-point of this thesis is, that there was in ftwingli'a 
testimony, as in Luther f s f a natural development through three 
clearly defined stages.
We shall try to show that in the first period, when he was con­ 
tending with the upholders of the Romishi Mass, there were 
positive elements in his teaching (2). which have been generally 
overlooked; that in the second period (3)i during his conflict 
with Luther; the EEGATIVS element was emphasised; but that 
towards the end of his life, under the mediating influence of 
Bucer, he returned to the more positive views he held at the 
outset. This made it possible for him to approach as far towards 
Luther as he did at Marburg in 1529- It also made possible the 
production of the Brief Exposition of ffaith to Francis I of 
Prance in 1551 f - his Swan Song ( 4), which is a near approach 
to the richer view of Calvin. We then claim for Zwingli a 
natural development, and we sum up what we have to say of his 
first phase and period under the rubric - Zwingli and the Mass.
A- ZWINGLI AND THE MASS.
Very early in his career did Zwingli realise that the Roman 
Catholic Mass did not conform to the original intention of the 
Supper. The First traces of his teaching are found in the 
Apolpgeticug Archeteles (5), which dates from August 1522. The 
Bishop of Constance had reproached him with wishing to introduce 
changes into the church. .
(I). Kohler. p. 2. Baur. II. p. 272. 
"II). Dieckhoff. p. 449.
III), p. do. p. 457.
IV). Schaff. German Ref. II. p. 677- 
(V). Mieville. La doctrine de la sainte Cene d'.apres Zwingli. 
P- 27- Opera III. p. 26-74. Baur. II. p. 48.
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"But", replies Zwingli, "If nothing is to be changed, why has 
the Synaxis (Communion) been changed or rather been mutilated? 
Formerly it was administered under both fbrois according to the 
Apostolic custom, and institution" (III. p. 70). 
The Supper is thus from the beginning presented as connected 
with the church (1). Immediately before this passage, we read, 
"Faith is the only ground of salvation •. For by a single offering,
He has made the sanctified perfect for all time " (Hebs X & 14). 
These words contain the seeds of all the subsequent development ( 1} . 
1st. The Mass cannot be a sacrifice. 
2nd> It is Faith which is essential in the Supper. 
3rd. The Supper is in direct connection with the church. •$ 
Here are the fundamental ideas of Zwingli on the Supper - ideas, ? 
which, in the course of time, only became more definite and 
clear. It will be seen that he and Luther had different points 
of departure. Zwingli started from the Mass, Luther, from the 
Eucharist. To this, must be added differences in training and 
religious experience. Luther's education was monastic. His 
theological studies were patristic. Luther's first eucharistic 
controversy was with over zealous Reformers; Zwingli *s with 
upholders of the Mass. Luther's general idea of a sacrament 
received its evangelical shape in conflict with Rome over 
Indulgences, and Penance; Zwingli 's, in controversy with the 
Anabaptists over Baptism. Against magical ideas of sacramental 
grace, Luther was led to emphasise personal understanding and 
belief. Against individualistic notions, Zwingli brought into 
prominence the Social side of Christianity, the relations of the 
sacraments to the community.
In the 18th Article of the 67 SCHLUSSREDEH. which Zwingli had 
prepared for the 1st Zurich Disputation, (Jan. 1523), he now
came forward boldly against the Sacrifice of the Mass. "Christ, 
who offered Himself once on the cross, is the sufficient and 
perpetual sacrifice for the sins of all believers. Therefore the 
Mass is no sacrifice, but a commemoration of the One Sacrifice of 
the Cross, and a seal of the redemption through Christ". (2).
(II). Opera. I. p. 153- Kohler. p. 19- Wernle. p. 58.
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Two points are here emphasised by Zwingli.
1st. The Supper is a Commemoration of the Unique sacrifice of 
Christ.
2nd. It is for the participator, a seal or pledge by which he 
is assured of the redemption effected through Christ. (1). 
It is in the AUSLESUNS der 67 SCHLUSSREDEH (The Development of 
the Articles), published in July 1523, that we find for the first 
time, a detailed exposition of the views of Zwingli on the 
Supper, in as far as they are opposed to the doctrine of the 
Mass. (2).
In the course of this discussion, he informs pious souls that he 
has no wish to take from them the body of Christ, and the 
Heavenly food, that he is far from scorning the Holy Sacrament. 
He rather wishes to re-establish it, as God instituted it. 
He calls attention to the similarity of his doctrine to that of 
Luther. "I have on this account for some years called the enjoy­ 
ment of this meal a commemoration of the suffering of Christ and 
not a sacrifice. But for some time past, Martin Luther has 
entitled this Meal a Testament, a name with which I willingly 
concur: for while he has named it according to its nature and 
property, I have named it according to its use and employment, 
and there is no contradiction between the two names". (3). And 
in general, Zwingli gives in the same exposition, a solemn 
assurance to the simpleminded "that there is no dispute as to 
whether the body and blood of Christ are eaten and drunken, for 
no Christian has that in doubt, but the dispute is whether it is 
a Sacrifice, or only a Commemoration of a Sacrifice". (4). 
In the 18th Article and in the Exposition of it, we have to 
observe two things, as Dorner says,
(I). Baur II. 269.
(II). Mieville, page 28. 
Works I. 169.
(III). Mieville page 29- 
Wemle, 60. ff. 
Kohler 20 f .
(IV). Baur. II. 269.
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1st. The characteristic thing in Zwingli's writings at this 
period, was his opposition to the conception of the Supper as a 
sacrifice or mass.
2nd. He distinctly represents the Supper as a Commemoration, and 
MORE. It is in some sense, an eating and drinking of the Body and 
Blood of Christ. It is not only a Commemoration of the sacrifice 
of Christ, but in some sense, a renewal of the benefit of the 
sacrifice. (1).
LETTER TO WYTTENBACH. (2).
The letter which Zwingli wrote to his former teacher, Thomas 
Wyttenbach is of great importance for the knowledge of his views 
on the Supper at this time. It is dated 15th June 1523- 
Wyttenbach had asked him his opinion on the Supper, especially on 
the subject of Transubstantiation and the preservation of the 
sacramental elements. Zwingli replies to hinr, "Bread and wine are 
not transubstantiated, and profit nothing, if Faith is not present. 
Faith is the essential thing in the Supper. Faith is the organ of 
appropriation. The Supper strengthens feeble faith (as the bread 
sustains the body). It makes the spirit joyous (as wine rejoices 
the heart of Man). But it is necessary that he draw near the 
Holy Feast with Faith, if he wishes to experience the salutary 
effects of it. Faith must be already present in the man. Other­ 
wise, far from finding strength and joy, he eats his own condem­ 
nation, for he does not discern the Lord's body. That is to say, 
he does not see in the body and in the blood of Christ that which 
they really are, our redemption and the washing away of our sins". (3) 
What Zwingli affirms here of the Supper, agrees with his general 
ideas of the sacraments. The external signs have no value in them­ 
selves. It is Faith which is the essential thing. If man had an 
immoveable faith, he would have no need of the sacraments, but if 
his faith is feeble, then he finds a support in them. "Advanced
Christians will have no need of the Supper, then?" someone sa£s.
"That is true in the abstract', Zwingli replies, "But not in fact, 
for the more advanced the Christian is, the more need he will feel 
of coming to the table to enjoy the delights provided there".
^^ ^^ .^ ̂ ——»^^»«——«W«~^»»^ «•»•»•»•»«•• «»^»«**'^"1~ "••»•» •"»•*• ———^^w •—•«•• ——— ^ «•_•* ___
«WM. MMW-^**.*-* —- ——— ——— —• ——— -- ——— ——— ——— —— ——— —— ——— - r ——— -if
(I}. Dorner. I. p. 300.
(II). Opera. VII. 297-300. Baur II. p. 273- Dieckhoff. p. 429.
(III). Kohler. p. 22. f. Mie'ville. p. 35.
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These delights, he sees in a more intimate union with God. He 
cannot define this union. It is something which Faith immediately 
experiences. It does not trouble itself to know HOW this union 
is effected.
We see then that in this first period of his teaching. Zwingli 
attributes Objective Yalue to the Supper. The believer really
What he receives, is a strengthening and
increase of his faith; a sense and consciousness of a more intimate 
union and communion with God. All this leads us to realise that 
Faith for Zwingli, is a very rich conception. It is nothing less 
than the Indwelling of God in us. (1).
Faith is the Totality of the operation of the divine spirit in the 
heart of man. To Believe, is to give oneself to God. It is to 
sacrifice oneself, in order to let God have full play in the soul. 
It is not mere intellectual apprehension. It is UKIOH with God. (2) 
On the other hand, Luther defines faith as Fiduoia. (3)- 
He analyses the idea of faith, and separates the different parts, 
while Zwingli reunites them in one indivisible synthesis. Zwingli 
does not separate Faith and Sanctification. For iiim, Faith is the 
whole of the new life in man.
The influence which their different views of Faith will have on 
their conception of the Supper will be at once evident . Luther 
rises gradually from the faith which grasps justification to works, 
to sanctification, and at last to the Mystical Union with Christ 
which the believer finds in the sacrament of the Supper. But for 
Zwingli, all that is already given with Faith. The Supper will 
then necessarily have a different meaning for him than for Luther, 
and if one reproaches him, from the point of view of the Lutheran 
doctrine, that his teaching is poor and insignificant, it is
because one forgets that what one does not find in his Eucharistic 
teaching, is already present in the riches and depth of his notion 
of Faith. 
!)?Q return to the Letter to Wvttenbach. it is here clearly asserted
that the influence which the Supper exercises on Faith is real and 
living. It reanimates and strengthens it. The believer already
(I). Loofs. p. 798. Dieckhoff. p. 471.
(II). Opera. I. p. 556.
(III). Prof. Mackinnon. Luther and the Reformation, p. 197.
(IV). Opera W p. 297--300. Kohler. p. 23- Baur. II. p. 271-
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attains to the possession, but that intimate union with God which 
is faith, is augumented in the Supper. The Lord's Supper is not 
an Offioium but a Beneficium. There is a gift bestowed. If 
Lather had troubled himself to read Zwingli's writings, and had 
not been satisfied with the opinions of others regarding him, he 
would have formed a higher idea of the contents of his teaching. 
In this early stage, there were rich and positive elements in the 
testimony of Zwingli. Their different views of faith explain their 
different conceptions of the Supper. It is the profound and 
hidden cause. If the two Reformers did not arrive at an under­ 
standing on this doctrine, it was because they differed fundamen­ 
tally in their views of faith.
We are now in a position to indicate in a few propositions the 
view of Zwingli r as expounded by him in the year 1523 , and we do 
so to emphasise the positive contents of his teaching. 
SUMMING UP OF ZWIffGLI'S TEACHING - SO FAS. (1.) . 
(j^.) . The Lord's Supper is not a repetition of the Sacrifice of 
Christ, but a commemoration of the same.
(£) . We obtain forgiveness of sins, not through the eating of 
Christ as sacrificed, but through Paith in the sacrifice once 
offered.
(Q) . In the Lord's Supper, we do not give. We receive. 
(J)) . We receive the forgiveness of sins which Christ won for us 
through His death.
(!.) . Bread and Wine are not a newly to be sacrificed body and 
blood of Christ. They are signs of the once broken body and 
blood of Christ.
(£) . The Atonement once and for all offered by Christ for our 
sins is appropriated in the Supper through Faith (i.e. the life 
of Christ in us, and of us in Christ). Thereby Christ actually
becomes our food, and nourishes the new life in us.
(£) . This takes place not in a physical manner through an enter­
ing of Christ into our body, but through a dwelling of Christ in
our souls.
(H) . In the Lord's Supper, Christ is really present for the
believer, and is anew eaten by him as spiritual food.
(I). Ebrard, II. page 105-
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We find here the outline of the teaching of Calvin , although it
must be granted that Zwingli insists more on the first five points, 
then upon the last three. These last he merely hints at. Yet 
they are present in an embryonic state.
D£ CAgQNE MISSAE. (1).
We find, them more developed in the "De Canone Epicheresis" of 
August 29th, 1523- In this work, there are two clear and definite 
propositions.
(A). In the Lord's Supper, we do not sacrifice or give to God. 
We receive from Sod.
(B) . There are two soul foods which we receive from God.
(a) . The Word of God which is the Content of the preaching 
of Salvation.
(b). Christ Who gives Himself for our living and life-
giving food, in order to reproduce Himself in us. (2). 
As examples of the Eucharistic prayers, we find, "Do Thou feed our 
hungering souls with Heavenly food. Our souls are spiritual, made 
in Thine image. Therefore they can only be refreshed with spirit­ 
ual food. That food can be administered by Thy Word alone. In 
vain, would we eat the flesh of Thy Son, did we not firmly believe 
that Thy Son had atoned for our sins. Do Thou therefore, if our 
faith falters, increase our faith. Grant that, as Thy Son restored 
us to Thy grace through the shame and bitterness of the Cross, we 
also with Him as Guide, may conquer the hardships and afflictions 
of this world, while we eat and drink His body and blood. Grant 
that we may approach Thv Son*s most Holy Feast T of which He is the 
Host and also the Food (Hospes & Epulum) . Grant, 0 Most Merciful 
Father, through Thy Son Jesus Christ, that we may express Him in 
our deeds so that the image destroyed in Adam, may receive His
«i
likeness (3). Here we have teaching which could hardly be 
designated by the popular epithet of "Zwinglian" .
The Unio Mystica is clearly and plainly affirmed. 
The Lord's Supper is described as an action of renewed 
communion with Christ, and the Bread and Wine are seals of this 
Coaanunion.
(£) . This strengthening and renewal of Communion with Christ 
should have its practical, ethical results. It should be expressed 
in our actions and our deeds. _ ________________ __ i
to 1167 "lI.""5aur"Tl. p. 284- f. Ill- Opera
1XX. p. 110 I.
52.
SOURCES OF ZWINGLI*S EARLY TEACHING.
The Spiritual and Ethical Utterances of the De Canone Missae show 
the high water mark of Zwingli*s earlier testimony, and when we 
examine into the Sources from which this teaching was derived, 
we are led back to the influence of Erasmus ? the great Humanist. (1) 
Like Luther, Zwingli served himself heir to the writings of the 
earlier theologians, but he did not go to the Scholastics, Occam, 
Biel, or D'Ailly, as the German Reformer had done. There are 
some who assert that already at Glarus, (2) he became acquainted 
with the works of Wicklif and Ratramnus, but Ratramnus was rather 
the forerunner of Calvin, as later in this thesis, we shall try 
to prove. Kohler in his recent work (3), indicates many parallel 
utterances in the expressions of Zwingli and Erasmus, and finds 
in the letter's "Paraphrasen Zum N.T* some of Zwingli f s best 
known thoughts. "In short", he concludes, "The ground elements of 
his Eacharistic teaching are to be found in the great Humanists, 
the arrangement of material; the emphasis on Faith; the Real 
Presence in its mystic form; the ethical element, and the commemor­ 
ative aspect". All this is related to the period we have ;just 
been considering. But now an important, critical question arises• 
as to the exact time, when Zwingli began to be influenced by the 
writings of Hoen and Wessel Gansforth.
(I). Lindsay. I. p. 355- Baur. II. p. 281.
Usteri. Zwingli and Erasmus, p. 28. ff. Studign & Kritiken.
p. 666. f.
(II). Schaff. Swiss. Ref. II. p. 620.
(III). Kohler. Zwingli und Luther. (1924). p. 51.
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CHAPTER P I VE . - Pages 53 to 63. 
B. ZWINGLI'S MIDDLE PERIOD. (1524 - 1529).
Sources of the Teaching of this period. ... .HOEN & WESSEL.
Zwingli's Letter to ALBER.....16 Nov. 1524.
De vera et falsa Religione . . . . March 1525.
Letter to Oekolampadius .
The Subsidium and Zwingli f s Dream. ... .AM GRUT. ... .August 1525
Summing up of £wingli*s Teaching ..... so far.
HOEN & WESSEL
Most authorities, with the exception of Dorner (l), are agreed
that in his later writings, the doctrine of Zwingli shows signs
of the predominating influence of Hoen and Wessel.
Our contention is, that Zwinfcli first knew the work of Hoen much
later than has been generally understood.
In this, we accept the recent critical results of Loofs, Clemen,
Paul Wernle and Doumergue. If it can "be clearly proved that
Hoen's influence only pertained in Zwingli *s Middle Period (1524 -
1529), we shall find support for our contention that there is a
positive element in the earlier phase of his teaching. (1522 - 1524)*
(I). Dorner. I. p. 311 •
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The important question to be decided is, (l). When did the Letter 
of Hoen come into Zwingli 's hands? Baur, accepting the conclusions 
of Schulze and Dieckhoff would place it as early as 1521. (2). 
This date is much too early, as Loofs, (3), Clemen (4), Staehelin 
(5), have recently shewn. Zwingli writes in the Responsio ad 
Johannis Bugenhagii Pomeraniam Epistolam (23rd Oct. 1525), "It 
happened through the goodness of God that two pious and learned 
men, whose names I shall not mention, came to our Leo and me 
for the purpose of a conference on the question of the Lord's 
Supper. When they heard our opinion on this natter, they thanked 
God and communicated to us the letter of a learned and pious 
Dutchman". (6).
These words assert, as Loofs first shewed, that Leo Juda was then 
secular priest in Zurich, but Leo did not enter upon this office 
till 2nd Feb. 1523. Before this date, Zwingli cannot have had the 
letter of Hoen in hand. The name of the writer of the Letter, 
Zwingli first mentions in the Responsio ad Theobaldi Billicani et 
Urbani Rhegii Epistolas of 17th April 1526. (7). The names of the 
bringers of the Letter, he first mentions in the Arnica Exegesis of 
25th Feb. 1527. "From the Dutch Hoen, whose letter, Rhodius and 
Saganus brought to me, I first received the elucidation, that 
*BST f means 'Significat •. (8).
The terminus a QUO being thus fixed, what of the terminus ad quern? 
Zwingli acknowledges his indebtedness to the letter of Hoen for the 
elucidation that »EST* means 'Significat'. This definite declar­ 
ation of Zwingli cannot be doubted, and he first comes forward with 
this interpretation in the Letter to Alber (16 Nov. 1524). 
Between these limits then, (2nd Feb. 1525 and 16th Nov. 1524) r 
we place the reception of Hoen's letter.
I). Dieckhoff. p. 278.
II). Baur. II. p. 279-
III). Loofs. Leitfaden. p. 302. note,
IV). Clemen. Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte. p. 346. ff.
(V). Stahelin. Zwingli. p. 372. Kohler. p. 62. ff.
(VI). Opera. III. p. 606.
(VII). do. p. 648.
(VIII). do. p. 553-
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Ullmann (l) would trace the influence of Koen's teaching even in 
the Letter to Wyttenbach (15 June 1523), and the earlier writings, 
but there is no mention of the Symbolical interpretation of EST, 
till the Letter to Alber in 16th Nov. 1524. Erasmus was the 
dominating influence until then.
Let us now examine more particularly the documents of WESSEL & 
HOEJS, as sources of the teaching of Zwingli in his 2nd period. (2).
WESSEL SANSPQRTH.
John Wessel (14-20-1489) was the author of a long and elaborate 
treatise De Sacramento Eucharistiae in which he taught that the 
Lord's Supper is the rite in which the death of Christ is presented 
to, and appropriated by the believer. It is, above all thinga, 
a commemoration of the death, and a communion or participation in 
the benefits which followed; that communion with the spiritual 
presence of Jesus is of far more importance than any corporeal 
contact with the body of Christ, and that communion is shared in 
through faith. (3) •
HQEH.
These thoughts were taken over by Christopher Koen (4), a divine 
of the Netherlands, who, in the letter just discussed, founds his 
argument on the sayings of Christ in John Chap. 6. 
Hoen's Letter may be summed up in the following propositions. (5)« 
J.. Starting from John Chap. 6, the Lord's Supper is essentially 
a pledge that Jesus Christ has given Himself for our salvation.
II. This is only through faith and for faith, for by faith only, 
can we contemplate and feed upon Christ.
III. Christ gives Himself to us in the Holy Supper, not indeed 
in a sensible way, as if He were here or there, or as if the 
bread and wine were transmuted into Ris flesh and blood, but in 
such a way aa that the bread remains bread, though at the same 
time, signifying the body of Christ.
(I). Ulimann. Reformers before the Heformatiori. II. p. 515.
(II). Loofs. p. 803- Dieckhoff. p. 292.
(III). Lindsay. Hist, of the Eef. II. p. 355-
Miller A Scodder. John Wessel of Gansforth.
(IV). Baur. II. p. 279. ff.
(V). Ullmann. ii. p. 536-537- Dieckhoff. p. 292. Kohler. p. 6211 .
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Christie oblation, vouchsafed afresh in the Supper to every 
individual by means of faith as his own, is the ground of salvation. 
Prom these statements, it is clear that there are many points of 
contact between Hoen and Zwingli. Zwingli acknowledges, as we 
have seen, his indebtedness to Hoen for the interpretation of the 
1ST as Signifioat, but we find no trace of this interpretation 
in any work of his before 1524.
The theories of the Dutchmen did not appeal to Luther. He publish- 
ed the work of Weasel, but he omitted the treatise Be Sacramento 
Eucharistiae . The Dutch writings no doubt incited Karlatadt to 
elaborate his peculiar theory which diverges from the views both 
of the Dutchmen, and Zwingli and Luther.
Zwingli it waa r who received the most positive impression, and we 
shall see the results of this in that work of his, which it is now 
necessary to expound.
AD MATTHEtJH ALBERUM DE COEffA DOMINICA EPISTOLA. (16 Bovember 1524) Ql) 
We have already noted how in the autumn of 1524, Karlstadt produced 
his revolutionary treatise, with a novel interpretation of the 
words of institution. This work created a great commotion in S. 
Germany and Switzerland. (2). Luther replied to it in WIDER DIE 
HIMMELISCHEW PROPHETEN.
Zwingli was also driven to make his comment on it through a 
controversy that arose in Reutlingen between the pastors, Hermann 
and Alber. In the dispute between Luther and Karlstadt, Alber 
had taken the side of Luther, while Hermann was a partisan of 
Karlstadt. Zwingli, having learned that they proposed to hold a 
public Disputation, wrote to Alber to dissuade him. He asserts 
in his letter that Hermann is wrong in embracing the view of 
Karlstadt, but he shews that Alber himself is in error in taking 
literally the words of institution.
This letter is very important, as it was the means of inflaming 
Luther against its author. (3).
opera. Ill- p- 589-603- Baur II. p. 294. ff. Dieckhoff . p. 457
(II). K.J. Jsiger. And. Bodenstein von Karlstadt.
(III). MtLeville. p. 58. Kohler. p. 72.
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THE LET TEH contains TWO PARTS.
(a) , A Negative part, which shews that Jesus Christ expressly 
rejects the Corporal Man ducat ion.
(b), A Positive part f which explains_ the Words of Institution. 
Zwingli, faithful to his hermeneutical principle, that Scripture 
is its own best interpreter, seeks for a passage which throws 
light on the obscure phrase, 'This is My Body 1 . He finds it in 
John, Chap. 6.
"It is true that John does not speak there of the Supper directly, 
but the discourse of Jesus there contained, is a refutation of the 
literal interpretation of the words of institution. If the 6th 
Chap, of John does not give an explanation of these words, at 
least, it indicates how not to understand them. It furnishes 
the correct point of view from which to examine them". (1). 
Zwingli calls this chapter afc Immoveable Battle Front. 
The decisive passage in this Chapter is Verse 63- "It is the 
spirit that quickeneth the flesh profiteth nothing. The words 
that I speak unto you, they are spirit, and they are life". (2). 
"The error of those who maintain a transubstantiation, and of 
those who maintain a bodily eating, is rendered perfectly apparent 
by these words. This passage is the unsurmountable barrier. 'The 
flesh profiteth nothing*. Shall we say then, that Christ has 
given that which profiteth nothing? By no means. But Christ tells 
us that which profits when He says, 'The words which I speak unto 
you, they are spirit, and they are life'. What words? 'He who 
eats My flesh and drinks My blood, hath eternal life'. What 
flesh and what blood? Hot the natural flesh or the natural blood, 
but the flesh and the blood, which we loiow, are the pledge of our 
salvation, because they died for us on the Cross. Faith alone 
justifies. It is then faith in Christ crucified, which Jesus 
understands by these 'words which are spirit and life'. In
speaking of the manducation, of His body, Christ understands faith 
in His expiatory death. There can be no question, then, of a 
corporal manducation. (3) That is the Positive Result which the
(I). Baur. II. P- 297-
(II). Mieville. p. 61. Ko^er. p. 76. ff.
(III). °pera. III- p. 590. *uhler. p. 77. ff-
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(b). But how are the words of the Institution of the Supper to 
be explained?
Zwingli begins by refuting the peculiar opinion of Karlstadt, 
whose faith however, he praises, because he has acknowledged that 
salvation comes through faith in Christ, not from the sacramental 
bread and wine. He praises him because for that reason, he has 
taken the words of the institution in a figurative way. "!&%_ 
he says, "consider that the hinge of the matter is found in_ the 
little word EST. The word EST is often taken for SIGNIFICAT, as 
one sees in Genesis ILL and 26. . t
If we replace BST by SIGNIFICAT, the words of Christ become quite 
clear, and give a sense like this. "This feast is a symbol by 
means of which, you will remember that My body, the body of the 
Son of God, has been given for you". (1).
Swingli concludes his letter, summing up the points which appear 
to him important.
1st. The Supper is a Memorial in which we celebrate the death of 
Christ, and by which we make profession of our faith, and unite 
in one single body.
2nd. But we eat our own condemnation, if before eating, we are 
not already certain by faith, that Christ has saved us. (2). 
This resume' shows that at this moment. Zwingli emphasised the 
Subjective side of the Supper. He does not speak of it at all 
as a means of grace. He does not say a word of the union into 
which the believer enters with the living Christ. 'Faith in 
Christ is really the eating of His body. The body of Christ is 
eaten, when His death for us is believed 1 . (3)« *Te do not say 
that by these words Zwingli denies the mystical union of the 
Believer with Christ. He 6$es not deny this union, but he 
regards it rather as a consequence of Faith, than as a direct 
result of participating in the Supper. Another remark presents
(I). Opera III. p. 591. 
Baur, II. p. 298. 
Mie'ville, p. 62.
(II). Opera III. p. 602.
(III). do. p. 595- 
Loofs. page 804.
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itself with regard to the interpretation of the EST as SIGNIFICAT, 
and it is this. The interpretation of the EST as SIGHIPIOAT is 
not the point of departure of the exegesis of Zwingli, as has 
been so often pretended. It is his "Point d 1 arrives", as Mieville 
(1) asserts. It is not the basis of his exegesis. It is its 
"Last Word , its Crown". (2). This teaching on the Sapper is 
similarly propounded in the "De vera &£ falsa religions 
Comment arius of March 1525*
VERA & FALSA RELIGIONS COUMEMTARIUS (3). 
It was towards the end of March 1525, that this work appeared. 
The chapter which deals with the Supper is only a new edition, 
considerably augmented, of the Letter to Alber. What led him to 
publish openly the ideas which he had regarded as confidential, 
was the writing of Luther, "Wider die hiramelischen Propheten", 
in which he condemns the opinions of Zwingli, along with those 
of Karlstadt. It is interesting to see how Zwingli, in beginning 
the chapter entitled EUCHARISTIA, is careful to show how the 
ideas contained in the Comment arius are the same as in his 
earlier writings, especially in the Auslegung. He does not 
acknowledge that he has changed his view. If in his first works, 
he did not develope his doctrine clearly, it was because he did 
not wish to scandalise his readers in overturning their ideas 
on things which they regarded as sacred. He wished rather to 
lead them on gradually to abandon their erroneous notions (4). 
Zwingli begins by making a detailed exegesis of the 6th Chap. 
of John, in order to show that in this chapter, it is a question 
of Paith and not of the Supper. He then declares formally that 
he rejects all kind of material presence of the body of Christ. (5).
I). Mieville, page 67.
II). Ebrard, II. 145- 
IB). Opera III. 147-325- 
Loofs, page 803. 
Baur, II. page 308. 
(IT). Dieckhoff, page 431. 
(V). Baur, II. page 338. 
Opera, III. 241-247-
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After having refuted the opinion of Karlstadt^ (1) •&* undertakes 
the explanation of the phrase, "This is My body." What is the 
sense of the passage, if one egcpbaiinae the "Bst" by"Significat?" 
he asks. He examines the account of the Supper, which Luke 
and Paul give us, and in this account, he concerns himself with the 
words which relate to the Cup. "This Cup is the Hew Testament 
in My blood". These words do not say, "This (this cup) is My 
blood". It is clear then, that they do not take the "Est" 
substantially, but they give an interpretation of the words of 
St. Matt, and St. Mark. The word then, relating to the Gup 
being taken symbolically, it is necessary that the parallel passage 
relating to the bread, be also taken symbolically. (2). He 
concludes the exegetical section by quotations from the Fathers, 
who reject the corporal presence of Christ in the Supper. These 
are Tertullian, Augustine, Origen, Hilary and Jerome, all of 
whom he claims for his own. (3).
LETTER TO OEKOLAMPAI3IUS. (4).
In a letter which Zwingli wrote to Oekolampadius, on 5th April, 
1525, a little time after the publication of his Commentarius, 
he mentions two objections which one might make to his theory, 
and which later were effectively made on the part of the Lutherans. 
The first is, that in Joan 6th. the word 'Caro* means 'Intelleotus 
carnalis l "Bnt", replies 2wingli, "the context does not permit of 
this sense".
The Second is, that God, being all powerful, can effect that the 
bread be at the same time flesh. "But that is a sophism, and 
one might as well say that God can effect that a leper be at the 
same time leprous and pure".
THE SUBSIDIOM & AM GRUT. (5).
On April llth, 1525, Zwingli, supported by Leo Juda, asked the 
Senate of Zurich to formally repeal the Mass. (6).
7l). Opera. III. p. 253-255- . !
(II). Baur. II. p. 347- Ill- Mieville. p. 74- Opera 264-268. Ill
(IV). Opera. VII. p. 389-392. Kohler. p. 80 ff.
(V). Opera. III. p. 326-356. (VI). Mieville. p. 76.
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This proposal was discussed for two consecutive days in the 
Senate, and was finally adopted. The most formidable adversary 
in these debates was the Secretary AM GRUT, (1) a moderate man, 
and a friend of reform, but one who did not desire a complete 
rupture with the Roman Catholic Church. He made a strong attack 
on Bwingli's interpretation of the words, "This is My body". 
He pointed out that the examples quoted to support the figurative 
use of the word EST, were always taken from the Parables, while 
Jesus did not speak in parables, when fie dispensed the Supper. (2). 
Swingli felt that these remarks had some foundation, and to reply 
to them, and to fill up some gaps in the argument of the Commen­ 
taries, he wrote the SPBSIPIUH which appeared in. August. 1525. (3). 
In the second part, he mentions Two new reflections which have
occurred to him since the publication of the Commentarius. 
<j, 
?irst, (4), we find in Scripture, that the words 'Body of Christ'
are taken in Three different senses. They designate in one case, 
the Natural Body of Christ, that was born of the Virgin, and which
died on the cross. Again, they designate Christ's Risen body, 
and again, Christ's Mystical Body which is the Church. Which 
of these bodies did Christ give to His disciples to eat, when 
He said, 'Take, eat, this is My body'? Plainly, it was not His 
Natural body. Jesus could not enjoin His disciples to eat it, 
and to bruise it with the teeth, since He had declared positively 
that 'the flesh profiteth nothing*.
There could on the other hand, be no question of eating Christ's 
Risen body, because, at the time of the institution of the Supper, 
Christ had not yet been raised. Finally, there was no question 
of eating the Mystical body of Christ, for it has not been 
delivered unto death for us. We must then understand the words, 
'This is My body', figuratively".
I). Mieville. p. 77- Baur. II. p. 312.
II). Dieckhoff. p. 490.
III). Opera. III. p. 326-356. Baur. II. p. 338. Kohler. p. 105-
17). Opera. Ill- P- 338. Mieville. p. 70. Baur. II. 340. ff.
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The Second important discovery which Zwingli had made, since the 
publication of the COMMENT ARIUS is that of an exact analogy 
between the institution of the Supper, and that of the Passover, 
such as it has been reported to us in EXODUS. Chap. XII.
ZWINGLI'S DREAM.
The manner in which Zwingli made this discovery is very curious, 
and is described by Ebrard. (1). We have seen how AM GRUT re- |
i'-' > ; -/-$'
proached Zwingli for quoting parables in support of the symbolical; 
interpretation. This objection seemed to impress him, for, as 
soon as the discussion was ended, he began to search for a 
passage, which would provide an exact analogy with the words of -J 
the Supper, and which would have no connection with a parabolic 
saying. He reflected deeply and turned over his Bible page by 
page, but in vain. The night wore on, and he could not find a ; 
single instance. At last, he retired to rest, but his thoughts 
continued to occupy his mind, while he slept. He had a dreaa 
in which he saw some one approach him, and say to him, 'Why do 
you not quote Exodus XII. * 11•? "It is the Lord's Passover". (2). 
Immediately he leapt from bed, opened his Bible, read the passage, 
and preached next day with such impress!veness, that the most 
conscientious spirits were won for the Reformation, and Catholicism 
ceased to rule in Zurich. (3)«
In the Subsidium, Zwingli brings forward this new example, and 
considers it to be the most decisive proof of the Symbolical 
interpretation. Scripture itself admits it, for St. Paul regards 
the Passover as a symbol of the death of Christ, "Christ our 
passover has been sacrificed for us. (1 Cors. V. & 7) n • and Jesus 
Himself makes allusion to the passover immediately before insti­ 
tuting the Supper. Zwingli concludes this Second section of his 
work, drawing a parallel between the two institutions down to the 
smallest detail. (4)*
I). Ebrard. II. p. 146-
II). Opera. III. p. 341.
III). Mieville. p. 80.
IV). Opera. III. p. 343. Mieville. p. 81
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He sums up the argum4nt of the SUBSIDIUM, with the following 
reflection. "If a thing as gross as the Corporal Eating has not 
been imposed on a people as gross as the Jews of the Old Covenant, 
how would it be imposed on us, who possess the Spirit, and who 
have passed from darkness into light?". (1).
SUMMING UP OF ZWIHGLI'S TEACHING . - so far.
If we now sum up his general position in a few sentences, we find 
that of Faith in general, he says that it involves a living of 
Christ in us. Of the Supper in particular r he says, that it is 
related to the one sacrifice of Christ, as a Commemoration, while 
bread and wine are symbols of the broken body and shed blood of 
Christ. He had earlier said in the De Canone Missae that the 
eating of the bread and the drinking of the wine are at the same 
time a symbol and pledge of a contemporaneous renewed fellowship 
with Christ, but he now lets this side of his teaching sink into 
the background, even before his controversy with Luther. The 
question, What the Supper means for the Subjective life of faith 
of the individual, is not now raised by him. He dwells only on 
the relation of the Sacrament Jto_the death^f ̂ iLr^stj as_8i_cqllect« 
ive action on the part of the church, ( 2) .
It was thus only a partial solution, but the same one-sidedness is 
also to be seen in Luther's testimony.
So far had Zwingli's teaching been developed, before it came into 
contact with Luther's. He had only been attacking Papists up till 
now, for even the Letter to ALBER, although written in relation to 
Lather and Karlstadt, was only a development of his own thesis, 
and not an attack on another. He says nothing about Luther's 
teaching. He only refers toNegatively and indirectly. 
Hot by the Swiss, but by the Germans, was the glove thrown.
(I). Opera. III. p. 356. Mieville. p. 83. Baur. II. p. 350.
Kohler. p. 105-
(II). Ebrard. II. p. 155-
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CHAPTER SIX.
A OEKQLAMPADIUS in direct Conflict with LUTHER.
THE CHALLENGE OP BUGEMHAGEN.
BUGENHAGEN who was of one mind with Luther had heard that Zwingli 
explained the EST as SIGNIFICAT. He now wrote a letter to Dr. 
Hess and had it printed under the title, CONTRA NOVUM ERROREM DE 
SACRAMENTO CORPORIS ET SANGUINIS CHRIST I. (1). In this letter, 
the writer shews a complete ignorance of Zwingli 's services to 
the Reformation, and of the clarity and purity of his teaching. ; 
He portrays him as an unlettered fellow who was anxious to pose ••. 
as a theologian. Bugenhagen 's writing is an echo of Luther's 
against Karlstadt. He can only have read Zwingli 's works very 
superficially, if he ever read them at all. He always blames
him for building his teaching on the fact that EST means SIGNIPICAf ., • •••-•* 
What, as we have seen, was the last stone on Zwingli *s edifice,
Bugenhagen regards as the foundation stone.
£wingli now wrote a RESPOHSIO AD BUGENHAgll EPISTOLAM (1525). (2).
It was composed in a different style and spirit, and is an
illustration of the Humanist form of argument, in contrast to the
Scholastic method of polemic. He limits himself to a quiet refu­
tation of the objections, Bugenhagen brings ag^nst him. He exhorts
Bugenhagen not to disturb the peace of the Church, but to consider
how Rome will gloat over any disunion in the young church of the
Reformation.
Almost simultaneously with the Responsio, appeared a contribution
from Oekolampadius of Basel .
OEKOLAMPADIUS DE GENUINA VERBORUM DOMINI EXPOSITIONE. (3). 
In the very beginning of his treatise, Oekolampadius takes
occasion to vindicate himself against the charge which Luther was
always ready to make against the opponents of the bodily presence 
of Christ in the Supper. He declares that it is not the intention 
of persons who oppose this doctrine to rid Christianity of all that 
is wonderful and mysterious, i.e. to Rationalise it. There are 
certainly mysteries, he affirms, which surpass our reason. But 
it is one thing to recognise these mysteries, and another, to put 
in mysteries which were not originally there. The Lord's Supper, 
it is true, may in a certain sense, be called a mystery. It is
(II). Opera. III. p. 604. ff. Kohler. p. 283-
(III). Dieckhoff. p. 305- Ebrard.II.p. 162.
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a mystery, because it conserves a religious idea under a sensuous 
covering (Symbol and Mystery are cognate terras). The Lord's 
Supper is designed to lead us from the visible to the invisible. 
But from this very fact, it cannot itself be something secret and 
mysterious. That which is intended for our edification must not 
be an unknown thing. The Apostles do not speak of the first 
celebration of the Supper in such wise as to convey to us the 
impression that it was something hidden and secret. The disciples 
do not manifest the slightest astonishment, when the Lord offers 
them the bread and the wine. They partake of the repast simply as 
a Passover. If Peter objected to the Master's washing of his 
feet, how much more strongly would he have objected if the Lord I 
had really proposed to him to eat His Flesh? The most valuable ' 
part of Oekolampadius' work is that which deals with the Patristic 
testimony. He finds that his views are held by the Fathers of 
the Church, especially Tertullian, Chrysostom and Augustine. 
It was reserved for the Middle Ages, as he demonstrates, to make 
this simple transaction a subject of superstitious veneration. 
The FINAL section is devoted to an explanation of the sacramental 
words. (1).
Of the fact that they contain a trope, every unprejudiced person 
must be convinced. It is not difficult to cite instances in point 
from the Scripture, as for example, where John is called Elias 
in the sense of representing Elias. Thus the bread is called the 
body in the sense of the Figure of the body. And as the bread that 
serves to nourish man's body is broken, so Christ's body is broken, 
in order to the feeding of the soul with Heavenly food. 
Had Christ meant that we should eat His body IN the bread, He 
would have expressed Himself more clearly to the effect, saying, 
"IH this bread is MT body", whilst as it is, He really says, 
"THIS is My body". Thus Oekolampadius saw in Luther's apprehension 
of this passage a departure from the simple meaning of the 
sacramental words.
(I). Ebrard, II. page 166. 
Dieckhoff, page 523• 
Kohler, page 117.
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3?he passage in which Jesus speaks of eating His body and drinking 
His blood (John VI) bars the way to every material conception of 
the words of Institution. Of a bodily presence of Christ, since 
His Exaltation into Heaven, the Scriptures say nothing. 
In fact, the contrary is affirmed. Not until the last day will 
the Lord appear again in the Body. Till then, we must think of 
Him as in Heaven.
Our faith is thus directed to Christ and His reconciling Passion, 
and not to a participation in His body in the Lord's Supper. In 
the Mass Canon itself, the eyes of Christians are directed to 
Heaven by the SURSUM CORDA.
Oekolampadius sent his writing to the Swabian preachers with a 
letter in which he warned them against dissensions in the ranks 
of the Reformers, (l).
SWABIAff SrHGRAMMA. (2). PRBCURSQfl OF CALVIN.
These Swabian preachers, the most of whom regarded Oekolampadius 
as their spiritual father, now published an answer written by 
Breng. and signed by his colleagues and by himself. This was 
issued in 1525, under the title of the Syngramma Suevicum. This 
is an important production for this thesis r as both Koestlin and 
Dorner say (3) that the Syngramma is more Calvinistic than 
Lutheran. The aim of the Syngramma is, of course, directed 
against Oekolampadius, and his view of the bread as a mere figure 
of the body of Christ. The Swabian ministers see in the rise of 
this symbolical theory, a scheme of the devil, who seeks by this 
means to snatch away from the believer the true body of Christ. 
The leading thought of the Syngramma is a following up of Luther's 
doctrine of the Word. God is the Word, and therein, makes Himself 
comprehensible to the spirit, so that grace which is eternal, and 
irrespective of space, does therein approach us, in order to 
communicate itself to us. The Syngramma, like Luther, approves
the Augustinian maxim, 'accedit verbum ad elementum et fit 
sacramentum*. Words are in general, not merely signs of absent 
things but, accordin^^to^Aristotle^^they^bring^he^matter^itself_„____•&_JL—•——-—•————«••' ' ——••— «•«•.—.———••——__-»——.— •»_ »_- •• — ii — - - _.. _ _____ ___
(I). Baur. II. p. 328.
(II). Dieckhoff. p. 566. - Ritschl (0,). Dogmengeschichte des
Protestantismus. (1908).
(III). Koestlin. Up. 108. Borner i.p. 317.
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- they bg£flg--Jfrfae-iBattgr Itself . Thus the words of
Christ bring Christ along with them. The words of Christ, in the 
words of institution put into bread and wine the very body and 
blood of Christ, just as the word of Moses imparted a healing 
power to the brazen serpent. The serpent remains a serpent, 
but has healing power, by virtue of the word which is connected 
with it., and just as in this case, the Word has brought with it 
to the serpent, the healing power, so the body itself is brought 
into the bread through the word, 'This Is My Body'. But now, 
the difference between Luther and the Syngramma becomes apparent* 
when the question is raised, 'Do the words of the sacrament bring -• 
with them the body and blood of Christ for eve-cy recipient of the 
sacrament?'. The answer of the Syngrammists is a complete 
denial, (l). The spiritual benefits which the words of Institution 
bring, are only for Faith. The body and blood of Christ are food 
for the soul. The connection between the body and the elements 
does not benefit the unbelieving. The body and blood of Christ 
are indeed offered to them, but the offering is one thing, and 
the receiving another. To the proposition that the Word makes 
God present is appended the second thesis - that faith in 
believing makes God present, but Faith without the Word, is not 
Paith. The Syngramma also knows no other kind of participation 
than that which is realised, wherever in other ways, the body 
and blood of Christ, or, in general, His Person, or God Himself, 
are brought near to us. It knows nothing of a participation 
merely with the mouth. It knows nothing of that which Luther 
calls "bodily participation", but only that which he designates 
a spiritual eating of the body. On the other hand, the Syngramma 
agrees with Luther in its reply to the question, whether Christ 
does not then remain in Heaven. He remains, it declares, in 
Heaven, although He is at the same time, by virtue of His Command 
and Word, distributed among His followers on earth. He is 
ascended into Heaven, and is everywhere in such a sense that He 
is also, as He Himself says, with us until the end of the world.
(I). Dieckhoff. p. 607. 
v ' Kbhler. p. 117. f.
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(I). Dieckhoff. P- 607. 
v ' Kohler. p. 117- f-
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He comes to us, and yet remains at the right hand of God, i.e. 
"In all places in heaven and on earth". The Holy Spirit also is 
in the saints below, and united with Christ, at the right hand 
of the Father. Why then should it be thought a strange assertion 
that the deified body of Christ, likewise comes through the Word 
into the bread, and yet at the same time remains at the right 
hand of God? In the very beginning of the s?ork, the writers 
refute the interpretations of Zwingli and Oekolampadius, and yet 
when we compare their teaching with that of the De Canone Missae, 
we see many points of contact. Perhaps Ebrerd (l) is right when 
he says, "the Syngramma is a development of Zwingli at His best. 
Vhat is embryonic in Zwingli came to its fruition in Brenz. 
There was the same emphasis on a living union with Christ, and on 
the appropriation of His merits. While, however, Zwingli dwelt 
on the significance of the sacrament for the Christian Community, 
Brenz dwelt on its meaning for the subjective life of faith of 
the individual man. By this means, the Syngramma unites the view 
of Zwingli, with the view of Luther. In Brenz we find first, 
that teaching, which Bucer shared, and which later, reached its 
full development in Calvin and Melanchthon". ( 1). 
This is a very interesting estimate and criticism, and it is 
supported by Professor Watt (2) who describes the Svngraroma as 
Lutheran in terminology, but Calvinistic in thought, in as far 
as it taught a "Dynamical" presence of the body in the bread.
AflT I SYNGRAMMA. (l).
Oekolampadius, against whom the writing had been directed, took 
up the challenge, and in his Antisyngramma, gave a defeiled answer 
to the arguments of the Swabians. He replied at length to the 
criticism of his Exegesis, and asserted that the analogy of the
Brazen Serpent proved no more than a presence in the Sacrament 
similar to that in the Word. In one respect, the Syngramma 
controversy is important, as we have here raised for the first 
time, the question of the Ubiquity of Christ's body - a question 
which was to loom largely in the succeeding period.
(I). Ebrard, II. p. 175-
(II). Diet, of Eel. & Ethics. Hastings.
(III). Dieckhoff, p. 637. Ebrard, II. p. 185- Kdhler. p. 135-
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Oekolampadius had appealed to the Ascension as an argument against 
the Local Presence. The Syngramrna tried to show that in spite of 
the Ascension, Christ*s Body can be present in the bread. The 
question was, of course, not gone into fully, as in later arguments, 
but here we have the germ of much subsequent controversy.
ij
STRASBOUBGERSS ATTEMPT TO MEDIATE BETWEEN LUTHEH AflD ZV.INGLI. 1
INFLUENCE OF PIHKHEIM3R. . V £'••' C-*-
We have now come to the point when the two great antagonists, Luther 
and Zwingli, came into direct conflict with each other. It was the 
Strasbourgers who, attempting to act as mediators, fanned the flame : 
they wished to quench. (I). They wrote soothing letters to Zwingli 
and Oekolampadius. To Luther, they sent an envoy, Chaselius, ! I' " '•" v~ ;; *
who begged that the tie which bound the Reformers, Might not be ^ 
severed on account of one difference in doctrine. They had a right 
to mediate, es their own teaching contained the elements of a i 
higher unity between the Swiss and the Lutherans. They had • 
emphasised the thought of a real, living union with Christ, and 
had not subordinated this to a. siere relation of the sacrament to 
the death of Christ. They ascribed to these two elements equal ' 1
rights. Luther sent Chaselius back with a letter of 31st. Oct. 
1525, which contained hard words. (2). "Ko understanding is possible^ 
he said, "for either we or they must be wring. One or the other 
must be the servant of the devil." This hardness on the part of 
Luther has been explained by Ebrard, as arising largely from the 
mistaken views he held of the Swiss. These views had been 
coloured by the influence of Pirkheimer. He had been a friend of 
Oekolampadius, but a violent controversy arose betveen them on 
the subject of the Supper. (2). Pirkheimer poisoned the mind of 
Luther against the Swiss, and he misled him as to the exact nature 
of the views of Zwingli and Oekolampadius.
Hi: Baur. II p. 330. Ebrard. II. p. 193-
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VORREDE zum SYNGRAMMA. (I).
In the VORREDE of autumn 1526, Luther now openly joined in the 
conflict. Karlstadt, Zwingli, and Oekolampadius are all classed as 
Fanatics, and the Fanatics must be wrong, he thinks, because they 
are so much divided among themselves. He attempts no refutation of 
their interpretations, and this is explained by the fact that he had 
never actually read their writings, but had merely accepted the 
verdict of Pirkheimer concerning them. It is notable however, that 
the Syngramma was warmly welcomed by him. In the preface to the 
second edition, he writes, "This excellent little book I like better, 
the longer I read it, because I know how they are assailing it, and 
yet accomplishing nothing by their assaults, for it is truth, and 
puts the lies to shame." And yet, we have seen how far the contents 
varied from his own theory. It is inconceivable also, that he, 
while bestowing so much attention upon it, should not himself have 
become aware of the variations referred to. We cannot therefore but 
regard it as significant that he should, in all his references to 
it, have ignored these differences, rejoicing in the valuable aid of 
men likeminded in the struggle against the common foes. The decisive 
consideration, however, in awakening this sense of fellowship with 
tnem was beyond doubt, the zeal with which they maintained the 
character of the sacrament as a divine Objective Real GIFI of GRACE, 
as over against the view that the part of the individual participat­ 
ing, is but a Subjective faith. We have already seen in the case 
of the Bohemian Brethren, how mild is Luther's judgment, and how 
tolerant he is of any theory of the Supper which describes it as a 
GIFT. We shall see later how this explains his attitude to Calvin. 
who differed from him in much, but against whom, he never spoke a 
condemnatory word. Calvin also laid stress on the sacrament, as a 
GIFT to the believing soul. The VORREDE, as -e have seen, was more 
polemical than Didactic. Rarlstadt, Oekolampadius, Zwingli were 
attacked. Karlstadt retracted his opinion, but Oekolampadius and 
Zwingli retaliated in Defensive writings.
(I). Kohler. p. 283. passim.
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Oekolampadius wrote mildly in the JUSTUM RESPOKSUffl (I), while Zwingli
issued the \
TTflTERRIGHTUNG VOM NAGHTMAHL GHRITI
This work appeared on 2nd. Feb. 1526, and was written in German. 
Hitherto he had written in Latin, but now that his writings had been 
banned by Luther, and that he himself, had been named a heretic, he 
wished to justify his position in the eyes of common men. (3). 
He arranges his matter under four articles.
In the First Article T he describes the 3 different false views of the 
Supper, the Romish, the LUTHER A Ji-SYNGRAMMIST, and the ERASMIC.(4). 
The Roman Catholic view is countered with familiar arguments, while 
the Lutheran COK SUBSTANTIATION, in that the EST means CONTINET, is 
shewn to be as Figurative as the interpretation of the so-called Fa­ 
natics. (5).
In the SECOND ARTICLE, 5 reasons are adduced why the EST should not 
be understood substantially. The first 2 add nothing to the COMMENT- 
ARIUS, and the SUBSIDIUM. (6).
The 3rd, Proof, however, (7). of the Second Article is most important, 
as we meet here for the first time with these passages in Zwingli *s 
teaching which have been used in charging him with Nestorianism. He 
adduces as his third proof, the three sentences in the Apostles' 
Creed- "Ascended into Heaven, Sitting at the right hand of God, 
From whence He will come to judge the quick and the dead." To these 
sentences which support his thesis, he knows that there is opposed 
the doctrine of Ubiquity, which is supported by Matt. XXVIII. 20. *Lo 
I am with you always, even unto the end of the world." And what of 
the charge of Kestorianism? Zwingli, while maintaining strongly the 
unity of the person of Christ, certainly separates the functioning 
of the two natures, "According to His divine nature, Christ has 
never left the right hand of the Father. According to this nature, 
He is everywhere, and has no need to ascend into Heaven. He has 
assumed
___ ___ ___ _ _ ^^ „ ^-_ ^—— ^» •^«»M* MV««* ^w^» «•»«•• ^BWM «•«•» •••«•• ̂ M^M»M»«M •» ••» VM»«M^^«M«M «»^M •^•^••B ••^••MV 
•^•»«»^MP^»««»^^^»*^^W^**^^** •>*^^*'—— * ^™ ••«i» <••»••• ^M «••»«•• -•• *••••• ••• ••« "• "~* ^™ ^^^™ ——— ^^
I. Ebrard. II. p. 218. „ II. Opera. II. p 426.ff.
III. Baur. II. p. 298. IV.Kohler.p.304. V.Kohler.p. 305.
VI. Opera. II. p. 438. ff. and Baur. II. p. 338.
VII. Baur. II. p. 341. ff. Opera. II. p. 448.
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the human nature, being conceived of the Holy Ghost, born of the 
Virgin Mary, and according to this nature, He has grown in wisdom 
and stature, He has suffered hunger and thirst, been nailed to the 
Cross, and with it, has gone to Heaven"(I). This is the Locus Class- 
icus for the so-called Zwinglian Eestorianism.
Ebrard (2) is at much pains to refute this charge, and strives to 
show the harmony of Zwingli f s teaching with that of the Chalcedon 
Council.
(A). Zwingli teaches that Christ is one person."He who died was God.
« i
(B). He ascribes to the divine nature, eternal actions (ewige Akte), 1 
and to the human nature, historical transactions (historische Hand-
lungen) . !
i
(C). The acting subject, (handelnde Subject) in both cases, is one
and the same Christ, but
(D). The actions (Akte) belong to his divine nature, while the tran­ 
sactions (Handlungen) belong to the human nature.
When Zwingli speaks of two natures, Lutheran opponents have alleged 
that he understands two substances. (3). When he says, "Christ has 
suffered according to his human nature", they explain this, as if 
he maintained that the human nature was the one thing, or portion 
that suffered, while the other thing or portion followed another 
pursuit, (einer anderen Beschaftigung nachzug). When he says, 
"Jesus has, according to his divine nature, never left the bosom of 
the Father, but He has ascended to Heaven according to His human 
nature, "they give to these words the meaning that the one part of 
Christ remained in Heaven, while the other part, separated from it, 
was on earth for a iime, and then returned to the other. But to 
Zwingli, the two natures were not two substances. The divine nature
i
was the Gottliche 'ftesen (divine essence), which is eternal, and the 
human nature was th« Seynsform (Form of Being), into which the 
eternal, divine being was incarnated. Christ stands in an eternal 
relationship with the father, and this bond was not broken by the
^b^^^M «•»••» *^« «»»•• «B»«^ •• «•" ^"* «»^^ ̂ »««» *M **• •» •••• •» •» •••• ̂^———. ————————— ———— ——— —— -
1). Opera, II.p.448. Baur, II. 341.f.
2). Kbrard, II.p. 226.
3). Kdhler, p. 304.f. 
Baur, II. p. 338.
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Incarnation. This is His divine nature. Christ stands in a historic­ 
al relation to the Creation, but this does not disturb His relations 
to God the Father. This is His human nature. Every action of Christ, 
according to Zwingli, relates to His whole Person. He is the Subjec- 
tum Agens. Zwingli does not say, "The divine nature remained in Heav­ 
en; the human nature journeyed to earth," as if they were two separ-j 
ately subsisting things. He DOES say, "The two natures are the t^o - 
sides of the relationship in which Christ stood to the Creation, i 
and to the Father, God." He did not think of the human nature as i 
"being on earth, and the divine nature separated from it, and exist- , 
ing in Heaven. He did not separate the "Theophoros Jesus", and the 
"Weltregierender Logos. 1* He shows this clearly when he teaches that 
Christ has ever been with the Father, and proves it from Holy 
Scripture. (I).
In the 4th. Proof of Article II, he replies to another objection to 
his theory, that it does detriment to the Almighty Power of God, £ 
In the 5th. Proof of ths same Article , he answers the further argu­ 
ment that "Christ can be where He will."
In Article III. 2.'/ir»gli repeats the exegetical argument of his thesis 
basing again his interpretation on Exodus XII. 11. 
In Article IV. ,he deals with the question already raised whether 
"Eulogein" can have the sense of "Consecriren."
As regards the general teaching of the Klare Unterrichtung, we can 
say,
(A). It again substitutes the Commemoration of the sacrifice of 
Christ for the repetition of the sacrifice. 
(3), it rejects Consubstantiation and Transubstantiation. 
(0), it sees in the Supper a pledge that Christ has died for us.
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(I). 3aur, II 340. ff. Kohler, 305.f Ebrard, II. p. 226.f.
ID). How far the faith of the individual partaker is strengthened by
the Supper,- this question is not raised.
This document is principally interesting for its bearing on the
charge of Hestorianism, and as an answer to the Vorrede of Luther,
wliere he included Zwingli among the Fanatics.
In this Yorrede T Luther had indicated two arguments advanced by the
Sacramentarians against the presence of the body and blood in the
Supper, as an object of faith. He now issued a new writing where he
deals particularly with these objections.
SERMOM YOU SAKRAMENT DES BLUTES CHRISTI WIDER DIE SQHWARMGSISTBRj
(MARCH, 1526.) (I).
This was the first independent publication of Luther against the 
Swiss Doctrine, as it had been refuted by the Syngramma, and it is 
clearly based, not on a reading of the works of his adversaries, but 
on opinions of them which he had heard expressed by Pirkheimer, 
Brenz and Bugenhagen. He divides the discussion of the doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper into two sections.
Section I deals with the Object (Objectum) of Faith- the presence 
of the body and blood of Christ.
Section II deals with faith itself, or in general, the proper use of 
the Sacrament.
In Section I.he alleges that the opponents of the bodily presence 
have only two arguments.
(A).It seems to reason an Unbecoming thing, that Christ's body 
should be in the bread.
(B). It is unnecessary that Christ's body and blood should be in the
Bread and Wine.
As regards the first objection, it IB claimed by the opponents that 
the presence of the body of Christ in the bread is a miracle, 
contradicting the senses. It is a miracle that the body of Christ 
should be present at a hundred thousand places. But Luther finds 
equally great miracles, not only in the Incarnation, but even in 
ordinary creature life.
I Erl. Edit. vol. 29. p. 293 ff. Herzog- Hauck. vol.XX. p. 184. 
K&hler. p. 383.
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There is for instance, the one weak human voice, which is caught, 
whole and undivided upon each one of a thousand ears upon which it 
falls. If one spoken word can thus distribute itself, how much more 
can Christ do the same with His glorified body? This is a close 
gr>T)roximation to the Dynamic theory of Calvin.From this comparison, 
Luther proceeds to observe further, that the one Christ Himself, 
with His bodily voice, i,e, the Preaching of the Gospel, is brought 
into many hearts (Cpf.the Syngramma). Here, we must say we have the 
true Christ. The heart feels His presence through the experience of 
faith, without our knowing how it is effected. He sits at once at 
the right hand of the father, and also in the believing heart. 
"Should it then be astonishing," he asks, "that Christ shoul.d bring 
Himself into the bread and into the wine?" Here we have a defence of 
the sacramental presence of the glorified body which was developed 
more fully in later writings. We might say that the presence is an 
immediate inference from the Ubiquity of Christ, and yet the 
presence is still made to be dependant upon His Word. It is the 
Word that binds the body and blood with the bread and wine. The 
"TOUTO" includes both bread and body. This means further that the 
body and blood enter with bread and wine into the bodies of all, 
even the unworthy communicants.
Luther makes short work of the second argument of his opponents (I). 
i;e. that the "presence in the Supper is not necessary," declaring 
bluntly, that they therein attempt to vanquish God and Christ. If
God says it is necessary, all creatures must keep silent. He chall­ 
enges them to explain why it is necessary for God who has sin, death 
and the devil in His Power to send His Son to die for our deliver­ 
ance, or why God feeds us with bread, when He could do so with His 
bare Word. The 2nd. Section of the v/ork is concerned with the use 
and reception of the sacrament. He here opposes, as before, the old 
error which makes a meritorious work out of the Sacrament, as also 
the new error according to which it is a bare badge by which 




and he insists upon the words, "My body, which is given for you." He 
locates the right use of the Sacrament in the faith - not only that 
Christ is present with body and blood, but that He is here bestowed 
upon us, and bestowed moreover for the forgiveness of sins. Thus, 
the Sacrament for Luther, takes its place by the side of the general 
preaching of forgiveness secured by the death of Christ. "Christ 
has accomplished it once upon the Cross, and He allows it to be 
distributed daily to us, anew through preaching. 1* But it is the 
peculiarity of the Sacramental distribution, that although the same 
thing is found in preaching as in the Sacrament, yet there is in the 
latter case this advantage, that it is there directed to individual 
souls. In public preaching, it is given to no one in particular. 
Whosoever will, may take it, but in the Sacrament it is offered to 
each individual person. The peculiarity of the Sacrament is the 
definite, individual application of the forgiveness distributed 
through the word. In Luther's own expressive language, "The 
Sacrament is the putting in action of the promise of the Saviour, 
•Thy sins are pardoned.'"The Sacrament individualises. It is 
K)R MS, FOR M£, FOR ME. (I).
ZWIHGLI'S LETTER TO MAKER. - ALLQEOSIS.
Zwingli did not hurry to reply to Lather. He allowed three months 
to pass, and in that time, he engaged in correspondence with 
Johannis Haner. T&jr8- oorroopondence with J-9harmi& ^tener. This 
correspondence is very interesting for the purpose of this thesis, 
for two reasons.
(a). Haner seems to have held opinions similar to Calvin.
(b). In a letter of 3rd. Dec., 1526,(2). Zwingli first brings forth 
a point of doctrine (Lehrpunkt), which afterwards assumed great 
importance in his teaching. We refer to the ALLOKOSIS or Gegen- 
wechsel, i.e. "the Rhetorical Exchange by which, when speaking of
•*
the one nature of Christ, we use the terms belonging to the other. 
(3).
(1). Erlang. E<*. 29, p.305. Kohler,p.455. Lobstein p. 189.
(2). Baur, II. 421. Kohler, p. 383. Ebrard II. p. 247.
(3). Seeberg, Baur, II. p.421. Kohler, p. 460.
( JSbrard II. p. 247.
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Haner appears to have been chiefly exercised with the question of the 
Bodily and Spiritual Sating. He inquires what exactly is the relat­ 
ion of Faith to the flesh of Christ. Zwingli replies that" what is 
said about Faith in Christ and His death relates not to the Human 
nature of Christ. Yea, the death itself which is the sacrifice for 
our sins, would not be so precious, if He, Who, according to the 
pne nature was mortal, were not according to the other ,JDJ!FE. When we 
say then, that we trust in the Flesh of Christ, we mean by His
•*x
Flesh, His death, and on the other hand, to say that we trust in His 
death, is by ALLOEOSIS, nothing else than to say, that we trust in 
Goi? Who died according to His other nature. Whatever may be our way 
of expressing it, the subject of our faith is always and only God. 
But because He, Who is the Son of God, is also the £on of man, one 
HTPOSTASIS, but two natures, it follows that there is ascribed to 
the Humanity or to the flesh, what belongs to the Divine nature 
alone." 
That is the ALLOEOSIS or COMMUTATIO IDIQMATOM. (I).
It is to be carefully distinguished from Luther's Communicatio 
Idiomatum, of which we shall hear later.
Zwingli will have nothing to do with a mixing of the natures, where 
one nature Assumes the attributes of the other. His ALLOBOSIS is a 
CommnArtatio of Terms f and professes to be founded on a real unity 
of the Person of Christ, trhose Humanity is the direct, complete 
revelation cf His Divinity.
The ALLOEOSIS appears in most of his later works. 
Seeberg admits that Zwingli's ideas are Orthodox. He however finds 
lacking in his theology, the great Lutheran thought, that even the 
words and works of Christ are a revelation of God. (2). 
We shall find that Luther objected to the ALLOEOSIS, in that " this 
separation of the works of the two natures, no longer permits us to 
see in the human nature, the full revelation of God". To Luther, the 
Alloeosis was the devil's Mask. (3).
I. Seeberg. p. . Baur. II. p. 421. Kohler. p. 460. Ebrard
p. II. p. 24u.
II. Seeberg. IV. p. 379.
III. Erl. Ed. ZXX. p. 203.
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V;. • ' ' ,
In the early part of 1527, Zwingli forwarded 2 new writings to 
Luther. These were the AMIGA EX£G£SIS r and the FREUNDLIGH VEHQLIMP- 
FUNG. As their titles denote, they were couched in moderate terms, 
and ought to have made a favourable impression on him. That they did 
not have this effect, is explained by the fact that when they were 
handed to Luther, they were accompanied by a letter which was 
couched in quite another tone. (I).
Zwingli had been falsely informed in a communication from Haner (28th 
Feb. 1527), that Luther was preparing a great work against him
and Oekolampedius, in which he would announce a complete change
i 
of standpoint; that he would surrender the absurdity of the presence
of the flesh in the Supper, and would now substitute for it, a 
"Ifiystery of the divine operation in usT In the letter which Zwingli 
now wrote, he assumed that this rumour was true, and in unmeasured 
language, he condemned the amended teaching."With the new teaching 
that in the Supper, there is no fleshly eating, but that the flesh, 
in a secret way, (in mysterio), enlivens and strengthens, through 
the power of the Holy Spirit, you will not compose our differences." 
(2). This view which Hsner attributed to Luther, is a partial 
anticipation of "the later theory of Calvin. But as we have already 
remarked, there were no grounds for the assertion that Luther had 
assumed this view, and when he received the letter of Zwingli which 
contained this accusation, the favourable impression which the Arnica 
Exegesis and the Freundlich Verg. might have created, was annulled. 
Luther wrote to Spalatin, (May 4th., 1527), "Zwingli has sent to me 
a letter full of pride, calumny, obstinacy and hate, yet couched 
in outwardly pleasant words." (3). Already however, he had prepared 
a work against the "Schwarmgeister," which was written, before he 
had time to examine Zwingli's packet.
(1). Ebrard, II. p. 257. 
Kohler, p. 462. f.
(2). Baur,II.p. 508.
(3). Kohler, p. 494.
79. 
This work, PASS DIESE WOETE..... .WIDER DIE SCHWARMGIESTER (1st May
1527) increased the bitterness of the controversy, for Zwingli replied 
on 20th June 1527, in his PASS DIESE WORTE —DAS I3T M2IH LEICHHAM....
EWIG DEN ALTER SINK HABEH WERDEK (I).
Luther retaliated in his GROSSES BEKENNTNIS f which was answered both 
by Zwingli, and Oekolampadius.
In this group of Controversial works, the main question was that 
of the Bodily presence in the Supper, and the possibility of the pres­ 
ence of the Body in many places. This problem of UBIQUITY involved a 
consideration of Christological theories. In the course of the contro­ 
versy, the same arguments occur- HriPLIK. UKD DUPLIX(2), and we now 
propose to treat these writings as a whole, in their bearing on the 
subject of this thesis.
General Discussion of the Luther—Zwingli Controversy. 
Prom the beginning, as we have seen, Luther taught the presence of 
the body of Christ in the Supper in such a way that the Body, as a 
seal of forgiveness, strengthens the communicant in his faith.
The theories of Karlstadt, Zwingli, and Oekolampadius were all 
anathema to him, because they seemed to occupy their energies in 
denying this bodily presence (5) The words of institution appeared 
to him simple and plain. What need for interpretation of such plain 
terms as Bread, Wine, Body, Blood, Eat, Drink? fhe words themselves 
point to reality. This is confirmed by the circumstance that the 
traditional preservation of them is in all the sources in the same 
simple form, and by the consideration that symbols are characteristic 
of the Old Testament, not of the New. Accordingly, he inferred that 
we truly eat the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper.(4) "But how 
this occurs or how He is in the bread, we do not know. We should 




erzog - Hauck. Vol. XX. p. 184.
(3). Seeberg,IV. p. 380. assim.
(4). Sermon V.Sakr. p* 495.
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and not dictate ways and means to him."(I). The Exegetical difficultH 
lesof the words of Institution never troubled Luther, and he denied 
the application of John VI. to the Lord's Supper. Nor did the manner 
of the union of the body and the bread disturb him. 
We have now come to the point however, when another problem awakened 
his most profound concern. His opponents asserted the impossibility 
of the bodily presence in many places. If Luther meant to maintain 
his position, it was incumbent upon him to prove that the Ubiquity 
the body was conceivable.(2). This led to THREE RESULTS, as LOOFffB 
has pointed out.(3).
1 st. It compelled Luther to provide a speculative basis for his 
teaching.
2 nd T It revealed a difference in the Ghristologioal views of 
Luther and Zwingli. (4).
3rd. It developed the Reformed ideas of Luther in a marked manner. 
On the other hand we have to remember TWO things T as Seeberg indic­ 
ates. In the First place, for Luther T as a scholastically trained 
theologian, the problem was not an uncongenial one (5). He had the 
feeling of superiority of a dogmatically (scholastically) trained 
theologian, as compared with Zwingli, who had been bred in the 
Erasmic- Humanistic school.
In the Second place, Luther's Christology furnished the materials 
to be used in the solution of the problem, Luther had always 
thought of the two natures of Christ as so united, that the Man 
Jesus, was in all His words and works, the expression and the Organ 
of His divine nature. He knew no God except the one revealed in. the 
Man Jesus. God is "present and substantial" in all things, but he 
dwells in Christ bodily, so that One Person is God and Man. (6).
I. Dass DIE3E £orte. v. 23. p. 87.
II. do. p. 119. Herzog- Hauck. v. XX. p. 185.
III. Loofs. Leitfaden. p. 807.
IV. Bruce. Humiliation of Christ, p. 82.. Corner. Person of Christ 
II.p.53. Thomasius. Christi. Person and v;erk. III. p. 13.
V. Seeberg. IV. p. 381. 
,71. Herzog- Hauck. XX. p. 188.
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The flesh of Christ is therefore, a divine flesh, a spirit flesh 
(ein GOTTESPLEISCH ein GEISTESFLEISCH). It is in God, and God in it. 
God has become completely man, so that all human attributes, such as 
suffering and dying, have also become His. (I).
The COMMUNICATIO IDIOMATUM is thus taken in its full meaning, and 
this denotes an advance on the traditional theology. (2).
" It marks a step forward in the development of the Christian relig-
-f 
ion," says Hermann," It includes an inference not previously drawn.
The practical identity of the human and the divine natures in the 
earthly life of Jesus is deliberately transferred to the state of 
exaltation (3)."
"If the words and deeds of Jesus on earth were the words and deeds 
of God, then are the works of the Lord in heaven, also the works of 
the Man Jesus, and this means that the Man Jesus is at the same timej 
the Omnipresent, and Omnipotent Lord of the world. If He is present 
at the Lord's Supper, He is there also as the Man Jesus, and since He 
rose from the dead bodily, therefore His body is also present in the 
sacrament"(2)
Thus the theory of UBIQUITY, is in Luther's understanding of it, onlj 
a logical inference from his Christology. (4).
The Christological proof is his FIRST line of argument for the UBIQ­ 
UITY, and so for the presence of the body." I found on this article 
of our faith—Jesus Christ is essentially, naturally, really, 
fully God and man in one Person, Inseparable and undivided".(5). 
We can understand, then, his attitude to Zwingli's teaching on the 
ALLOEOSIS.(6).
I. DasB diese rVorte.v. XXIII.p. 243. Beeberg. IV. p. 381.
II. Seeberg. IV. p. 381. Herzog-Hauck.v. XX. p. 188.
III. Hermann. Union with Go3.p. 148.
IV. Seeberg. IV. p. 383. Herzog—Hauck. XX. p. 187.
T. Grosses Bekenntais. XXX. p. 207.
VI. H. R. Mackintosh. Person of Christ, p. 233.
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As Luther describes the Alloeosis in the GROSSES BEKENNTNISS, " The 
Scriptures are supposed simply to take the one nature for the other, 
whilst each of the natures, in reality, yet remains so distinct from 
the other as to retain only its own characteristic modes of action and 
activity "(I). Against this, Luther cannot too constantly warn. 
Ha declares that the ALLOEOSIS is an entirely arbitrary invention of 
Zwingli, without any evidence from Scripture. Its grand mother is the 
old sorceress, Dame Reason. He turns against it the force of the 
fundamental interest of the Christian faith. " When the Scriptures 
speak of the sufferings of Christ, this is, according to Zwingli, to 
be understood only of his human nature. But in this case, Christ acc­ 
omplishes nothing more by His sufferings than any other saint. If 
only the human nature suffered for us, then is Christ a poor Saviour, 
and stands in need indeed of a Saviour for Himself. If the Person of 
Christ is divided, as this accursed ALLOEOSIS teaches, the whole 
Christian faith, and the salvation of the world are at once swept 
away" ( I ) .
That is Luther's criticism of the Alloeosis. It is a pertinent critic­ 
ism, if we accept his understanding of it. But, as we have seen in our 
examination of the Haner Letter etc., Zwingli was just as decided as 
Luthei in his maintenance of the Unity of the Person, and even See- 
berg, the Lutheran Theologian, admits that Zwingli*s ideas as to the 
divine and human natures, are orthodox. He only finds lacking the 
great Lutheran thought, that even the words and works of Christ are a 
revelation of God. (2).
(1). Grosses Bekenntnis, Vol. XXX. page 203-205.
(2). Seeberg Vol. IV., page 379.
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Luther's SECQKD Line of Proof for the Ubiquity of the body of Christ, 
and so for its presence in the Supper, is, as he informs us in the 
Grosses Bekenntniss, that the Right Hand of God is everywhere. (I).
Xwingli had repeatedly asserted that Christ is at the Right Hand of God. 
Luther ridicules Zwingli's idea of the Right Hand of God. 
This cannot be conceived as a "Golden Chair beside the father." (2). The
Scriptures do not bind the right hand of God to any place, His right 
hand is "His Almighty Power, which cannot be anywhere, is enclosed in no 
single place, yet at the same time, is essentially present in all places 
even upon the smallest leaf of the tree, in the most inward, and the 
most, outward thing, around and about, through and through, beneath and 
above, before and behind. If God is thus, substantial and present in all 
places, then His Right Hand is also everywhere in all things." (3). 
Accordingly, Christ is also Omnipresent, and that too in His body, i.e. 
He reigns and has power over all things. If He is to have power and 
reign, He must certainly also be there present and substantial* (4). 
This Ubiquity must, of course, be applicable in a general sense, even 
apart from the Lord's Supper. The body of Christ is in every stone, in 
fire and water, but we can really find Him only where He has in his 
word directed us to seek him. "But He is then present for thee when He 
adds His word, and thereby binds Himself to thee, and says, Here shalt 
thou find Me.' Thou shalt not seize upon Him, although He is in thy 
bread , unless He bind Himself to thee, and assign thee a particular 
table, by a word, and point out to thee the very bread by His Word. "(5). 
As is the divine nature, so also is Christ, in His body near to all, 
and it is only a question of His revealing Himself. But this revelation 
takes place in the Words of Institution, which instruct us to seek and 
find in a particular loaf Him, who is essentially present in every 
loaf. (6).
(1). Hauck - Herzog, Vol. XX, page 187. Grosses Bekenntnis, p. 207.
(2). Dass diese Worte V. 23, page 131.f
(3). do. page 143.
do. page 145. 
do. page 151.
(-6 Seeberg, IV. page 385.
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The Presence of the glorified body is to be conceived of in the sane 
banner as the divine presence in the world in general. "God is not such 
an outspread, long, broad, thick, deep, Being, filling the world, as 
straw fills a sack." (I).
We are not therefore, to think, of any sensible local presence. There 
are three modes of being in one place,according to Luther. (2).
(A). Locally or Circumscriptively.
(B). Definitively.
(C). Repletively.
This classification is of Scholastic origin. The first two modes are 
derived from Occam. The threefold classification (adding the repletive 
mode) was taken from B$£l.
(A). A thing is locally (3) or in a comprehensible manner, in a place, 
when the place and the thing present in it correspond with and measure 
oneanother, as for example, the wine and the vessel, which it fills. In 
this way, the body of Christ was present, when He, walking upon the earth 
filled or vacated space, equal to the size of His" bodyf
(B). Anything is "Definitively* or (4) "Incomprehensibly* present in a 
place, when it does not correspond with the portion of space in the 
latter, as an angel may be in a whole house, in one room, or even in a 
nutshell. In this way, can Christ's body be present, when it neither 
gives nor takes any space, but goes where it wills. Such was the 
manner in which Christ's body passed through the sealed stone or the 
closed door. And thus He passes, says Luther, upon all occasions, 
through all created things at His will. In such a way are we to 
*.conceive of the presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper. (5). 
We are, therefore to represent to ourselves the presence of Christ in 
tfre sense in which
(1). Bekenntnis, Vol. 26. page 339.
(2). Herzog Hauck, V. 20, page 180 Seeberg IV. p. 387.
(3). Koestlin, II. page 137. Bekenntnis, p. 327.
(4). Herzog - Hauck. Vol. XX. .p. 189 do. p. 328.
(5). Bekenntnis. V. 26.p.335.r: Seeberg.V. IV: Herzog- Hauck. XX.p. 188.
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the soul permeates the body, and not in "the crude, fat and thick 
ideas** of the circumscriptive mode of existence." The word "in" is not 
to be understood in the sense in which "straw is in a sack and bread in 
a basket." Not in this external, local way is Christ's body in the 
Supper, but in some such way as colour and light are in the eye. A Sac­ 
ramental unity (Einigkeit) exists between the body and the bread. But 
the body which is here spoken of, is the veritable body of Christ which 
was torn of the Virgin.
(C). There is still another mode of bodily presence. A thing is 
Repletively or Supernaturally present t (I), when it is at the same time 
in its entirety at all places and fills all places, and is yet 
measured and contained by no place. According to the third mode of 
presence, all created things are for Him yet far more penetrable and 
more truly present, than according to the second. This Repletive mode 
of presence is also attributable to the body of Christ. 
These are three suggestions of Luther as to the mode of the Saviour's 
presence in the Supper, but he expressly states that he has no 
thought of having thus exhausted the possible modes of divine presence, 
and that he does not seek to establish upon such grounds, the actual 
fact of the Sacramental presence, but that he only claims to have thus
' <•».,
indicated, for the sake of those to whom the latter appeared irreconc­ 
ilable with the continued existence of Christ in Heaven, a way in which 
the two conceptions can be very easily combined. The real basis of faith 
in the doctrine remains the word of God. "This is My body." (2). 
What Luther was really contending for in all these speculations was 
the religious interest that Christ is present in the Supper as the Man 
Jesus, with the human nature (including his body) by which He effects 
our salvation. He was contending for the idea that in the Lord's 
Supper, there is the bestowal of a GIFT. Here lay the nerve of his 
opposition to Zwingli and Oekolampadius. (3).
I. Koestlin. II. p. 137.f.
II. Herzog - Hauck. vol. XX. p. 189.
III. Seeberg. IV. p. 389.
86.
" The sacrament Is not a sign of a future or absent thing, but a 
form of the thing present and yet invisible. It is not a mere act 
of remembrance or obligation,( Errinerung and Verpflichtung). Under 
the visible form of bread and wine are His invisible body and blood
/ N fc^LM
present"(I). The important^for which he contends, is, that Christ, 
and Christ the historical Redeemer is present, and that we are not 
merely to think of Him as present by an effort of the imagination or 
by the contemplation of faith.
The scholastic apparatus with which he seeks to establish this 
position, he regards as a means to an end. The Gommunicatio Idiom- 
atom, the different modes of presence he suggests, are to be 
regarded in the light of interesting speculations. These speculat­ 
ions may have led to exaggerations. As Luther accused Zwingli of 
Hestorianism, so Zwingli accused Luther of creating an Alterum 
Infinitivum, and of Docetisin. (2).
Perhaps, all such accusations were based on misunderstandings, 
which were occasioned by personal prejudices. It was when they came 
face to face at Marburg, that they found many points of contact. 
Meanwhile, before we proceed to the discussion of that Colloquy, it 
will be necessary to state precisely the leading tenets of the two 
antagonists.
I. Seeberg. IV. p. 389. Erl ED. vol. 30.p. 105.
II. Corner. I. p. 322.ff.
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The Position before MARBURG. 
By Luthejr, it was positively asserted
J.. That in the Lord's Supper, Christ is not present only to faith. 
II. That whoever accepts the miracle of the Incarnation, has no 
ground for doubting the presence of Christ IN and WITH the Elements. 
. Ill, That Christ is not shut up in heaven (quasi carcere), which 
was hardly what Zwingli taught.
IV. That it is necessary for Christ's body and blood to be in the 
Eucharist, to secure to the believers the forgiveness of sins. 
These were the main thoughts of Luther, stripped of all scholastic 
excrescences.
In opposition to them, Zwingli expressly denied.
I. That the body of Christ corporeally eaten, can, or does forgive 
sins.
II. That the body of Christ corporeally eaten, does, or can confirm 
faith.
III. That the body of Christ is corporeally present in the Supper, 
as soon as the words,"This is My body", are spoken over the elements, 
( which we have seen, Luther never taught ) . 
IT. That the body of Christ can be corporeally present in the 
elements, for He is seated at the right hand of God. (I).
To these, Seeberg adds 2 further Denials on the part of 
Zwingli.
7. That the body of Christ is, like the divine nature, Omnipresent. 
VI. That the body of Christ, corporeally eaten, preserves our body 
for the Resurrection. (2).
I. Hastings Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics. Prof. Hugh Watt.
II. Seeberg. IV.p. 580.
88.
These Negative statements voice an opinion which was not merely 
private to him, but which was affirmed at an official Disputation 
at Bern ( January 6 1528 ).
DISPUTATION AT BERK. (I).
This Disputation was attended by Zwingli, and other Swiss preachers. 
It was a complete triumph for the Reformed faith. 
Hereafter, Bern, Zurich, and Basel- the THREE most enlightened and 
influential German cantons, were closely linked together in one 
common cause.
The TES THESES or CONCLUSIONS r revised by Zwingli, were adopted as 
a sort of Confession of Faith for the Reformed Church of Bern. 
Only TWO of the^e Conclusions concern us here. X2).
Thesis IY f the corporal presence is entirely abandoned, 
The essential and corporal presence of the body of Christ and ifis
blood cannot be demonstrated from the Holy Scriptures."
Thesis Y. The Mass is condemned. 
* The Mass as now in use, in which Christ is offered to God, the 
Father, for the sins of the living, and the dead, is contrary to the 
Scriptures, and blasphemy against the most Holy Sacrifice, passion, 
and death of Christ, and on account of its abuses, an abomination 
before God".
The results of the Disputation at Bern were full of significance 
for Germany. Zwingli *s view of the Lord's Supper was there pro­
claimed as that of not merely a few isolated theologians and scatter^!I
ed cantons, but as that of the larger and more influential part of j 
Switzerland. Four South German Cities had dared to side with 
Zwingli openly in his rejection of the Corporal presence.
I. Hundeshagen. p. 22. Kohler.p. 579. f. Baur. I.p. 551
II. Creeds of Christendom, p. 365.
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CHAPTER SEVEN.
*S THIRD PERIOD. . . .MARBURG AND _ AFTER^ (1).
We have now come to the THIRD PERIOD of Zwingli's brief career
as a Reformer, and we have onoe more evidence of POSITIVE elements
in his teaching. We meet here the same ideas as we encountered in
the Letter to WYTTENBACH, only they are considerably developed, so
that, as Mieville says, "We can regard the writings of all this
Third period as a commentary on this Letter" (2).
If we can characterise Zwingli's First Period (1522-1524) as Zwingli
and the Mass, and the Second Period as Zwingli and Luther (1524-1528)
»
we can regard this Final phase (1528-1531) as Zwingli and BUCER.
We can trace the mediating hand of Bucer in most of the transactions
of this last period.
Bucer was present at the Marburg Conference, and for many years after
he strove to effect a doctrinal understanding between Saxony and
Switzerland.
The Diet of SPEIER (April 1529) had given new strength to the Roman
party, and in this critical situation, the Elector of Saxony and the
Landgrave Philip of Hesse formed a secret agreement with the cities
of Strasbourg and St. Gall, for their mutual protection. These cities
sided with Zwingli on the Eucharistis question, and this made it very
desirable that the parties to this new compact should come to an
understanding on this debated question of doctrine.
After consulting Melanchthon personally at Speier, and Zwingli by
letter, the Landgrave issued formal invitations to the Reformers to
meet in Marburg. Zvingli received the invitation with joy.
He and Philip of Hesse had political and theological sympathies.
Zwingli who was a statesman, as well as a Reformer, conceived about
that time far-reaching combinations in the interests of the Reformat­
ion. (1). "The hands Z< ingli and Philip hela out to Luther were not
pure hands," says Harnack, (5) "but the Vittenbergorc (Luther and
Melanchthon) realised
'I. Schmitt. Das Religionsgesprach zu Marburg. 
Baur. II. p. 612. Wernle. p. 287.
II. Mieville. p. 38.
III. Harnack. Dogmengeschichte. vol. VII. p. 260.
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,"•••• this fact, and would have nothing to do with alliances, unless 
against a foreign foe." (1). 
Luther had a still stronger motive to discourage a collotjuy. He had
(
described the Swiss divines as dangerous heretics, and was unwilling
to negotiate with them except on terms of absolute i?urrender. The
1 
Wittenbergers, therefore received the invitation to a conference wit|j
distrust. But the Elector was unwilling to displease the Landgrave 
of Hesse, and commanded the Reformers to attend. (2) 
The famous Conference was held on the first three days of Oct. 1529, 
and it was of great importance for the elucidation of doctrine. 
-"The Meeting was something supreme and world significant", says Banke" 
(3). The Landgrave first arrangea a private interview between the 
lions and the lambs, i.e., between Luther and Oekolampadius; Zwingli 
and Melanchthon. The two pairs met after divine service, in separate 
chambers, and conferred for several hours. Luther and Melanchthon had 
certain prejudices regarding the Swiss, and Zwingli f s solemn declar­ 
ation that he adhered to the Nicene and Athanasian symbols occasioned 
great surprise. In a few hours, Luther and Melanchthon were convinced 
that they had not to do with Fanatics, and this created a better atmot 
sphere for the discussion of the doctrine of the Supper. Immediately 
Zwingli and Melanchthon engaged in a private conversation on this 
matter. T'.e reports of the discussions are defective, but enough is 
known to prove that on one point-^the Spiritual Manducation v*hich is 
given with faith, they were at one. This is important, for here we 
find Zwingli reverting to his original idea, that faith in Christ*s 
death involves a living union with Him. We have seen that he practic­ 
ally denied this in the Second period of his teaching. He returned 
now to his old basis. The further question might have been discussed 
as to whether the Mystical union experiences a strengthening in the 
Supper, but this question was not raised.
I. Harnack. Dogmengeschichte. VII. p. 260.
II. Rothe. Kirchengeschichte. II. p. 334. f. Baur. II. p. 612.
III. Ranke. Vol. III. p. 122. f.
Hospinian. Hist. Sac. Vol. n. p. 74. ff. 
Collin, Die Notate. des Ohrenzeugen.
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The point of argument now was, as to whether, along with that 
inner, continuous manducation, there is another of a different kind 
-an Oral Manducation. fitelanchthon affirmed it. Zwingli denied it.Zwingli 
appealed to Augustine, but Melanchthon rejected the Patristic testi­ 
mony. Zwingli appealed to John VI. 6), but Melanchthon, as Luther be­ 
fore him, said that the verse referred to the carnal understanding of 
Christ's words (Carnalis intellectus), and that only the declaration 
of a coarse eating (Grobmundlich.es Kssen) is fleshly. (1) 
"He who teaches that Christ f s body is eaten circumacriptively and vis*
• ;t
ibly, as animal flesh, he teaches in a fleshly -Aay, as forbidden in; 
John VI. 63. But Luther does not teach that, but rather maintains that
Christ's body, though eaten with the month, is yet eaten in a certair 
mysterious manner."
Zwingli then answered , "But where does Scripture teach such an Oral, ' 
and yet not Fleshly Eating? This whole idea is put forth artificially 
and is in no wise sanctioned by Christ and the Apostles." 
Melanchthon had to grant that this Scholastic definition is derived 
from the words of Institution, where Christ gives His body to be eataa
orally, and elsewhere denies a fleshly partaking.
Zwingli now indicated to Melanchthon that he was involved in a Petiti) 
Principii, since he rested the possibility of his interpretation of 
the words of Institution on the idea of the oral, as distinguished 
from the fleshly participation, and rested this again on the words of 
Institution. Melanchthon now fell back on the canon, that one ought 
not, without cf.use, to depart fro;a the literal interpretation of 
Scripture.
Zwingli however, had shown him that there is such a necessity in 
John VI, in that there, the oral partaking is excluded, but no dis­ 
tinction made between a coarse and a fine oral manducation. (2).
(D . Baur II. 612. - 643. passim.
Werale, page 287. passim.
Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. page 629- 
(II). Wernle. page 287-294.
Baur. II. pp. 624 - 642.
Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. page. 640.f.
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discussion then turned on the Circumscription of the body of 
Christ. (1).
Melanchthon denied this, quoting Ephes. IV. 10 (Christ has ascended in-i 
deed, but in order to fill all things), affirming that one must not 
think of Christ's body being in one place.
To that Swingli replied, "Truly Christ fills all things with His Powerf 
and Might, but not with His body." .'; 
"According to several Pauline texts, Christ's body is like our body, 
a real, true body, which cannot be in different places at the same 
time. ' All sources are silent as to the remainder of this discussion, 
but already, some progress had been made.
On Sunday, Oct. 2nd., the Colloquy wan resumed. Luther and Melanchth^- 
on, Zwingli and Oekolampadius sat at one table near the Landgrave 
Philip. In great Capital letters, Luther wrote the Words of Institut­ 
ion on the table, - HOC EST CORPUS MEUM. f
He began the conversation by affirming that he would abide by this de
I 
claration. He demanded that the Father? should not be appeale to, |
and that regard should only be taken of the Word of God. The debate j 
was chiefly exegetical, and brought out no new argument. It was simpl^ 
a recapitulation of the preceding controversy, with less heat and raor0'' 
gentlemanly courtesy. Luther took his stand on the literal sense of 
the Words of Institution. The Swiss appealed to the words of Christ. 
"It is the Spirit that quickeneth. The flesh profiteth nothing. The 
words that I have spoken unto you, are spirit and life." Luther callsj 
upon the Swiss to prove the Absence of Christ, but protested at the ] 
outset against arguments drawn from geometry and reason. Oekolampad- '\
3,
ius, in reply, said he would abstain from philosophical arguments an<| 
appeal to the Scriptures. He quoted several passages, which have an
obviously figurative meaning, but especially John VI; 63, which, in
nv-heti the key for the interpretation of the Words o
his judgment, fur " " „, / A ^ , . ^Institution. He employed the Syllogism, "Christ cannot contradict
Himself; He said 'The flesh profiteth nothing, 1 and thereby rejected 
the oral manoucation of His body. Therefore He cannot mean such a 
manducation in the
I. I3aur II. 612-643. passim. 
7/ernle p. 287. passim. 
Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. p. 629 f.f.
Lord'3 Supper." (1) 
Luther aenied the second proposition, and asserted that Christ did 
not reject oral but only gross, material (grobmundlich) manducation, 
like that of the flesh of oxen or of swine.
Oekolampadius next objected that the bodily presence is a matter of 
opinion, and not of faith, Faith relates to God.
Luther's view, on the other hand, led to a reliance on earthly elem- : 
ents.
The exegetical investigation v;as thus departed from, and a religion^, 
philosophical discussion then took place. Lather now tried to elevate 
the question from the faith which is related to the Bread and Wine to 
thyt higher Caith which relates to God. "One ought not?£irect one's 
faith to the Bread and Wine, unless God commands it. To lift up a 
blade of straw from the ground is a spiritual transaction, M he plead* 
ed, "if God commanded it. Merely because God wills and says it, aust 
v.e believe that Christ's body is in the bread, and is orally partaken 
of. If God says anything, we must believe it, even if He seys that a 
horse shoe is His body."
Oekolampadius then mildly asked whether the oral manducation makejbe­ 
lievers partakers of any blessing which they do not already possess 
in the spiritual manducation.
Luther replied that he acknowledged no such particular blessing, but 
angrily retorted, H I do not ask what is the profit of the bodily eat­ 
ing, but whether it is written. It is enough that God has said it. 
Men must therefore do it. If God should order me to eat dung, I would 
do it, being assured that it would be salutary . We must close the 
eyes. But the eating of which I speitk, is a sublime spiritual fruition 
and yet with the mouth.*
This concluded the conversation between Oekolampadius and Luther. 
Zwingli now interposed.
He began with the statement, The Sacrament is no "Opus Operatum', 
God.
(I). Baur. II. 624 - 642.
VTernle. page 28? - 294.
Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. page 640.
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does not command us to eat dung or to do anything unreasonable, in on
-der to be happy (selig), but to eat and drink the body of the Cruci-i 
fled One, i.e. the death of Christ who gave Himself for us, in order 
that through His death, He might be our life and food. Jesus says 
that His flesh bodily eaten, profits nothing, why th>.n should he com-«
-mand Christians to eat it bodilv 7." (1)
To that Luther immediately replied, "The words stand there clear and 
plain. If God put crab apples before me, and commanded me to eat, I 
should not question why. Christ adds to the spiritual eat;ing in the 
Supper, the Bodily. That we shall do and believe. The mouth receives 
the body of Christ. The soul believes the Word of God. 
Zwingli now quoted a number of figurative passages, but Luther always5 
pointed his finger to the V'ords of Institution, as he had written 
them on the table. He denied that the discourse in -John 71. had any­ 
thing to do with the Lord's Supper.
Zwingli insisted on the relevancy of this passage to the discussion, 
and growing excited, he exclaimed, "That passage breaks your neck." 
Luther took the jibe literally, and cried, "Do not boast too much. 
You are in Hesse, not in Switzerland. In this country, we do not 
break people's necks. Spare such proud words till you get back to
/
your Swiss." :
The Landgrave here interposed and said, "You should not take offence 
at such common expressions. w But the agitation wafc so great that the 
meeting had to be adjourned. The Colloquy was retimed in the after- *
noon, and turned on the Christological question.! I
\ 
"I believe, :f saict Luther, 'that Christ is in Heaven, bu , also in the
Sacrament, as substantially as lie is in the Virg^h's womb. I care not 
whether it be against reason and nature, provide4 |^ be not against 
faith." \\
Oekolarapadius maintained that Luther's view w:is contrary to Faith, 
for the ortho ox faith teaches that "Christ, according to His human 
nature is like us."
(I), tfernle. 287 - 2<J4.
Baur. II. 624 - 642.
Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. page 640
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We have no record of Luther•s reply to this statement, but afterwards 
he admitted that it was the best argument that his opponents had 
brought forward. "We know Christ not after the flesh," continued 
Oekolampadius. But to this Melanchthon responded that it was a quest­ 
ion of the "Corruptible Flesh." (I). 
And now the exegetical argument was resumed. "You deny the metaphor
V
in the Words of Institution," said Oekolampadius, "but you must admit 
a Synecdoche. For Christ does not say, "This is Bread and My Body 1' 
(as you hold), but simply, 'This is M.v body.'"
"A metaphor admits the existence of a sign only," responded Luther 
"but a synecdoche admits the thing itself, as when I say (2), 'The 
sword is in the scabbard,' or 'The beer is in the bottle,*" No reason 
would convince him of His opponents arguments in exegesis, but to 
every statement he had only one answer, "The text demands it." v 
Zwingli now directed the discussion to the dogmatic question, and on 
that line, the conversation continued until the end of the Colloquy. 
He based his argument on Rom. VIII. 3, Phil. II. 77 and Heb. II. 17, 
that Jesus according to His Humanity is like us, and so has a true, N 
human body. That requires,
(A). That Jesus* body is a true body, formed and circumscribed. 
(3). That it cannot be in oeveral places at once.
To these arguments, Luther angrily responded, H I grant that Christ '-3 
body is circumscribed. I care nothing about Mathematics, but I will 
not grant your second proposition. 1 will not have it," he cried ex­ 
citedly, "i will not have it."
To this Zwingli is said to have sarcastically replied, "And because 
you will not have it, it cannot he." (2).
The contest how grew incoherent, and wi<s broken up by a call to a 
meal.
(I), remle. 287 - 294.
Ebrard. II. Page 286.
Baur. II. 624 ~_642.
Schaff. Swiss R^f. II. Page 641.
Y
\
The next day, Sunday, it was renewed. (Oct. 3rd.)- I- 
Zwingli began with, Luther's admission as to the circumscription of 
the body, and maintained that a body could not be in different places 
at once. "God can so effect it that a body, the body of any man, can 
be, or not be, in one place. In the Sacrament, Christ's body is not 
present jn a spatial manner, 1* said Luther. He quoted the School _men
to the effect that there are different kinds of presence. "The uni­ 
verse is a body, and yet not in a particular place." 
Zwingli objected to the evidence of the Sophists, and again quoted 
from Augustine, who says, "Christ is everywhere present as God, but ; 
as to His body, He is in Heaven."
He quoted also from Fulgentius,"Christ*s human nature was not every 
where diffused."
But to that, Luther replied that in these words, there was no quest­ 
ion of the Supper, and that Fulgentius, as also Augustine, in one 
sense, describee the Supper as a sacrifice. "Yes", said Zwingli," 
As the Commemoration of the sacrifice of Christ."
Luther haa to acknowledge that the Swiss had Augustine and Fulgentius 
on their side, but he claimed the support of all the other Fathers, 
and maintained that we must believe the old teachers only so far as 
they agree with the TTord of God.
"We too, build on the Word of God, not on the Fathers,*1 said Oekol- 
ampadius, "but we appeal to them to show that we teach no novelties". 
Luther, pointing again his finger to the words on the table, respond­ 
ed, "This is our text. You have no yet driven us from it. We care for 
no other proof."
"If that is so," said Oekolarapadius, "We had better close the discus-
} 
sion." The Chancellor exhorted them to corae to an understanding, but I
it
Luther replied, "There is only one *ay. Let our adversaries believe ae 
as we do." "We cannot," responded Zwingli, "Well then, I abandon you -\
i'
to Cod's judgment and pray that He will enlighten you," concluded 1
Luther.
"We will do the same," answered Oekolampadius, "You need it as much
as we." At this point, both parties mellowed down. Luther asked pardon
for his_________________________________ _______._________
//^Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. p. 641.f. Baur.II. 624-642. Wernle. p. 28?f.
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harsh words, and Zwingli assured Luther with tearful eyes, that there 
were no men in the world whose friendship he more desired, than that 
of the Wittenbergers, Sturm and Bucer spoke on behalf of Strasbourg, 
and vindicated their orthodoxy ..hich had been impeached. 
Luther* s reply *as cold and biting. He declared to the Strasbourgers, 
as well as to the Swiss, "Your spirit is different from ours." ^ 
The Landgrave once more brought the guests together on Sunday evening 
and urged on every one the supreme importance of coming to an under­ 
standing. On the Monday morning, he arranged another private confer­ 
ence between the Saxon and the Swiss Reformers. As a result of this, 
Luther drew up a common Confession in the German language. 
It is arranged in a series of 15 Articles. The two parties agreed on 
14 Articles, and even on the more important part of the 15th Art, 
which reads as follows :-
"We all believe, with regard to the Supper of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
that it ought to be celebrated in both kinds, according to the insti­ 
tution of Christ; uhat the Mass is not a work by which a Christian 
obtains pardon for another man, whether dead or alive, that the 
sacrament of the altar is the sacrament of the very body and the very 
blood of Jesus Christ, and that the spiritual raanducation of this 
body and blood is specially necessary to every true Christian. 
In like manner as to the Use of the sacrament, we are agreed, that 
like the Word, it was ordained of Almighty God in order that weak 
consciences might be excited by the Holy Ghost to faith and charity. 
And although -it present we are not agreed on the question whether the 
real body and bl >od of Christ are corporally present in the bread 
and wine, yet both parties shall cherish Christian charity for one 
another, so far as the conscience of each will permit. 
And both parties will earnestly implore Almighty God to strengthen us 
by His spirit in the true understanding." (1).
I. Wernle. p. 287-294. Baur. 11. p. 624-642.
Darwfll Stone. The Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist. II. p. 43.
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Both aides claimed the victory. Zwingli thought that the truth, i.e., 
his view of it had prevailed, and that Luther was vanquished before 
all the world, Luther, on the other hand, thought that the Swiss had 
come over to him half-way, that they had humbled themselves, and \ 
begged his friendship.
EVALUATION OF THE RESULTS OF MARBURG. ; 
It has been a common fashion to decry the Conference and to designate 
it as fruitless. W^ hold on the other hand that it was by no means 
a total failure.
What were the good Results?
1. The contestants learned to know one another better, and Luther 
came to realise that the Swiss were not mere ignorant Fanatics, but 
men of deep religious convictions and sound intellectual grasp. 
"The Marburg Conference," says Kolde, "served more to the true under­ 
standing of the differences than to the bridging of them. (1). 
The only point on which Zwingii differed from Luther was as to wheth- 
-er the true boay and blood of Christ were present corporally in the 
bread and wine. As to this, we hav not only the testimony of the 
Arts, themselves but ihat of the interesting letter of Luther to his 
wife, written the same day as the Articles were signed. "I do v.ant 
you to know that our Colloquy at Marburg is at an end, and that we 
are agreed on almost every point, except that the opposite party 
want? to have only bread in the Lord's Supper, and acknowledges the 
Spiritual presence of Christ in the same." (2). No one can charge 
Zwingli with truckling to Luther on this occasion, and if he accepted 
as we have soen, a non-Zwinglian view of the sacrament, it clearly 
shows that he did not regard such a view an either inconsistent with 
Scripture, or inimical to the faith of the Reformed Church. Zvvin.gli 
was obviously inclining again to his early and more positive testi­ 
mony .
I, Herzog. -Hauck. XII. p. 235-
II. Schaff. Germ. Ref. II.p. 645-
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ii- There was a mutual undertaking to cease from controversial writ­ 
ings. This was of great importance for the succeeding years, and made 
possible the Wittenberg Concordia (1536), and the quiet development 
of the Calvin-Melanchthon type of doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
11%. The Marburg Articles are also important as Ranke has discovered, 
for they are the same as the so-called SCHVABACH Articles, which in 
their turn, formed the basis of the AUGSBURG Confession. (1530). (1). 
IV. The Marburg Colloquy had an important influence on Melanchthon. 
In touch with the cultured soul of Oekolamp&diur>, he received the 
first impulse tb the rejection of sorae of the scholastic elements of 
Luther's teaching. He continued in correspondence with OekolampadiuSj 
and came finally to reject the literal interpretation of the words 
of institution and the Oral manducation. A certain ixifluence is also 
evident in the wording of the 10th Art of• the AUGSBUHG Confession.
The AUGSBURG CONFESSION - Article 10.
9
It is outwith our scope, to relate the historical circumstances that 
occasioned the DI7/T of AUGSBURG. It is sufficient to notice how it 
dealt with the question of the Lord f s Supper.
In Art. 10 f we read as fallows 9
"Of the Supper of the Lord, they terch that the true booy and blood 
of Christ are truly present (under the form of the bread and wine), 
and are (there) communicated to those that eat in the Lord's Supper 
(and received). And they disapprove of those that teach otherwise 
( therefore also the opposite doctrine is rejected)". 
This Article has both a Latin and a German form. M De ooena Domini 
docent quod corpus et sanguis (wahrer Leib und Blut) Christi vere 
adsint ( unter festalt des Brotes und VTeineo), et distribuantur ves- 
centibus (da ausgetheilt und genommen wird) in coena Domini; et impr- 
obant secus docentes ( derhalben wird auch die Gegenlehre verworfen)£
I. Schaff's Creeds of the Evangelical Protestant Churches, p. 13. 
Wernle. p. 295-304. 3aur. II. p. 643.
Tschaekert. Die unveranderte Augsburgische Confession - Leipzig.
(1901).
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opposition against Zwin^li is here cle rly set forth. 
The Body and Blood of Christ ar- not merely present as an object of 
believing remembrance, but really (wahrhaftig) present. 
One believes not only on Christ's death, but one receives the glori­ 
fied Christ. s
•?
Tne Pals? opposition of Luther to Zwingli's teaching is passed over 
in silence. In the Supper, Christ's body and blood are present in the 
act, in the whole of the sacramental transaction - not in the bread 
and wine. There is no question of an Orc-1 (naindlich) manducation. 
The word * Vescentibus* in the Latin cannot be regarded as in opposi- 
ion to the succeeding Galvinistic teaching T that only believers re­ 
ceive Christ. It would in that case have read 'Omnibus vescentibus '. 
This word is really in opposition to the Romish teaching, that the 
body of Christ is also present even after the moment of participation, 
Still less ao the words of the German, 'unter Gestalt des 7'eines snd 
Brot' contain the viev of Luther as to the kind of presence. Had 
Luther said that the body of Christ ic present under the form of the 
bread," that would have been transubstantiatlon, according to which, 
'of the bread only the form remains'. These words were r-.ther, as the 
special, -nention of the wine denotes, in opposition to the aenying 
of the cup to the laity. The Gacrament is administered under lioth 
forms. "Here we find," says Zbrard, "that t aching on the Lord's 
Supper expressed, as it had b en developed through the mutual inter­ 
course of Melanchthori and Oekolampadius. What Luther and wingli had 
not attained, was brought to pass through the milder influence of
/Ma."*"
their two lieutenants. Will one now say that the,burg Colloquy was 
fruitless? The unity which was afterwards consummated between Melan- 
chthon and Calvin, found it. origin in Marburg. The 10th Art of 
Augsburg is a true but one-sided act of union, hat Melanchthon had 
learned from Luther, - the real act of the mystical union with Christ 
he had positively expressed, "hat he had received from Oekolamcadius,
I. Ebrard. II. p. 557- ?ernle. p. 295-304. Baur. II. p. 6.43.ff.
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viz., that the words of the institution speak above all of His broken 
body and the new testament in His shed blood - this, he only express­ 
ed negatively, in that he at that titae, rejected the local presence 
in the bread and the oral manducation. The unity was there. It only j
needed to be developed."(1). i
] 
The only blot on the fame of the Lutheran confessors of Augsburg was
the intolerant attitude towards the Reformed.
TETRAPQLITAN CONFESSION. (1). (Anticipation of Calvin). 
The Four German cities (Strasbourg, Constance, Memtningen and Lindau) 
which sympathised with the Zwinglian vie* of the Lord's Supper, wish­ 
ed to sign the Confession, with the exception of the 10th Art. which 
rejected their view, but they were excluded, and forced to hand in a 
separate Confession of Faith.
This Tetrapolitan Confession is the oldest Confession of the Reformed 
Church in Germany, It was prepared in great haste, during the session 
of the Diet of Augsburg by Bucer, with the help of Capito and Hedio. 
It was received very ungraciously by the Emperor, and never submitted 
to the diet. It is in doctrine and arrangement closely conformed to 
the Lutheran Confession, and breathes the same spirit of moderation. 
The ^octrine of the Lord's Supper (Chap. 1.8) is couched in dubious - 
language, which was intended to comprehend in substance the Lutheran 
and Zwinglian theories, and accords with the Union tendency of BuceK
:1
"In this ordinance, it is said, "Christ offers His true body and blood 
as spiritual food and drink, whereby souls are nourished to everlast­ 
ing life, so that now He may live -ind abide in them ana they in Him." 
In this statement, the relation of Christ's boiy to the bre&d as 
bread, is kept in the background. Nothing is said of the Oral mandu­ 
cation and the participation of unbelievers, which are distinctive 
features of the Lutheran view. The caution is expressly given that 
the subscribers of this Confession do not wish to be represented as 
"administering,
I). Ebrard. II. p.
II . Niemeyer. Page. 740-760.
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"• . .nothing but mere bread at our Suppers'*.
The^Four Cities further declared that their preachers diligently
endeavour to turn the attention of the people away from the strife
and the superfluous quesLions upon the subject to that which alone is
profitable, and which Christ had in view.
"For so fed upon Him, we live in Him and by Him, and are also one
body and one bread among ourselves etc".
There still remains here the idea so contrary to Luther's position,
i.e., the description of the blessing of the sacrament as food for
the soul. But the attempt to adopt, as far as possible the Lutheran
propositions as presented at Marburg is very evident, especially in
the designation, of the Body as 'the brue Body*
It is particularly noticeable too, that the emphasis here, as by
Luther himself, appears to be laid upon the dispensing of an objective
gift from God in the sacrament, and a corresponding receptivity on
the part of the communicant.
In its view that the nourishment received is a nourishment merely of
c 
J
the soul, the Confession is most nearly related to the Swabian Syn- 
gramraa of Brenz. This observation is made by Koestlin (I), who would 
thus agree with Schaff (2), "that the Tetrapolitan Confession contain^ 
the GERM of the Calvinist view."
The Four Cities afterv-ards signed the Lutheran Confession to join the 
Smalcald League, but Bucer himself remained true to his Union creed, 
and reconfessed it on his deathbed.
Zwingli's FIDEI RATIO. (3).
Zv-ingli did not attend the Diet of Augsburg, but availed himself of 
the opportunity to transmit to the iimperor a Confession of his faith. 
It was dated, July 3rd, 1530, and was submitted "not merely from a 
desire to set forth his own individual belief, but with a view to 
subjecting it, as well as everything else that he had written, to 
the judgment of the true church - that is the church that is founded
on the Word of God".
««•»»—••.»—.——————.~--...».—_„—___ ___»_—._-»__—.-»—_—. -~ „_».-.—.»•—•—»-» -»~——-»——-.——»—. —...»».«»—
(I). Koestlin. II. p. 156. II. Schaff. Germ. Ref. II. p. 720.
(II). Opera. IY. 1-18. Jackson. Zwingli. Appendix, p. 466-478.
Wernle. p. 315. Baur. II. p. 643. ff.
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» s PIDEI RATIO was treated with contempt and never laid before 
the Diet.
It begins with the statement (I). "I believe that in the Holy Euchar­ 
ist the true body of Christ is present by the contemplation of faith 
i.e., that they who thank the Lord for the kindness bestowed on us 
in His Son, acknowledge that He assumed true flesh; in it, truly 
suffered, truly washed away our sins in His own blood, and thus, 
everything done by Christ becomes present to there by the contemplat­ 
ion of faith. But that the true body in essence aad reality ,i.e., 
the natural body itself, is either present in the Supper or mastic­ 
ated with our mouth our teeth, we not only deny, but firmly maintain 
is an error opposed to God's «ord." (2). Here Zwingli rejects all 
and every enjoyment of the body of Christ.
This statement he supports with a THREEFOLD PROOF. 
The i^IRST PROOF is out of the divine Oracles.
The text, "Me ye have not always? excludes the presence of Christ's 
body, but not the presence of his divinity, for the latter is 
present according to another divine word."Lo 1 am with you always*. 
The maintaining of the ubiquity of the humanity of Christ takes 
away that humanity, for, ubiquity belongs only to the divine being. 
An illustration for the relation of the divinity to the humanity is 
the Sun, whose body is in one place, while his virtue pervades all 
things. "The human body also surmounts the stars and penetrates hell, 
but the body is in one place".
Other texts which Zwingli quotes are, John XVI&28, Luke XXIV & 51, 
"He was parted from them and taken up into heaven". He does not say, 
'He vanished and rendered Himself invisible*. Mark XVI& 19 says "He 
was received up into Heaven and sat down at the right hand of Goi '. 
He does not say 'He remained here, but rendered His body invisible 1 
Zwingli also shows that during Christ's earffity life, He is always 
thought of as remaining in one definite place. He was in the manger, 
on the Cross, at Jerusalem, in the oepulchre. (3).
I* Jackson. Zwingli. p. 470.Baur. II. p. 660 Opera. IV. 1-18.
II. Baur II. p. 661.
III. Jackson, p. 473.
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These testimonies deny the presence of Christ's body anywhere else 
than in heaven" And whatever contradictions the things which we pro­ 
pose to ourselves concerning God's power compel yet this power must ' 
not be so tortured as to compel us to believe that God acts contrary 
to His Word". (I). j
ji 
"Prom John VI & 63, it follows, that the flesh of Christ is only j
advantageous for spiritual enjoyment. If then, the flesh of Christ 
is salutary to the soul, it should be eaten spiritually and not 
carnally. This also pertains to the substance of the sacraments, 
that spirit is generated of spirit, and not of any corporeal matter". 
In the Second Place,Zwingli daals with the Futility of the Bodily 
Presence.
One party affirms that this bodily presence brings forgiveness of 
sins, but if this is so, then the disciples obtyined this already 
in the first Supper, and Christ died in vain. (2). 
"If that which is bodily eaten imparts the virtue of the passion 
and redemption, then th£s virtue was imparted, before it was acquir­ 
ed. If the body is fed for the Resurrection, as another party asser­ 
ts, then would this bodily partaking much more heal and relieve our 
body of sickness, Again, if the natural body of Christ was given to 
Christ's disciples in the Supper, it necessarily follows that they 
ate it as it was. But this body of Christ was then susceptible to
»*»•
suffering. It was not yet glorified. But they say that they ate the 
same body, yet not susceptible to suffering, as it was,but the same 
as it was after the Resurrection. But that would mean that Christ 
had two bodies- a glorified and an unglorified body. It would mean 
that Jie did not truly suffer, and we should be landed in 
Marcionism."(2).
I. Opera. IV. 1 to 18. Wernle. p. 323. f. Baur. II. p. 662.
II. Jackson. Zwingli. Appendix, p. 477. Baur. p. 663.
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In the T~^ Placet »ingli proves his thesis from Patristic sources. 
He appeals to Ambrose and Augustine and concludes, "Let them who wish, 
go now and condemn us for heresy, while they know that by the same 
word, they are condemning the Pillar of theologians...For from these 
facts it becomes evident that the ancients always spoke symbolically 
when they attributed so much to the eating of the body in the Supper; 
viz., not that sacramental manducation could cleanse the soul, but 
faith in the Lord Jesus Christ which is spiritual manducation, whereof 
these external things are symbols and shadows. (1)?
It may be asserted that the Fidei _Hatip gives no grounds for our con­ 
tention, that in his Third period (1528-1551), Zwingli returned to his 
earlier and richer conception of the Lord's Supper. Luther is said to, 
have seen in it the same teaching which he combatted in his Wider die 
Himmelischen Propheten, but we must remember that here Zwingli was 
dealing with only one point of the Lutheran doctrine (the presence of
'is»
the natural body of Christ in the Supper.) He certainly emphasises t&S 
Thanksgiving aspect and the spiritual presence for the contemplation 
of faith. But faith to Zwingli was a very rich conception, and in his 
use of the Sun as an illustration, we have an anticipation of the 
Dynamic theory of Calvin. There is perhaps no clear indication that in 
this writing, he satisfied Luther's minimum demand, that in the sacra­ 
ment we receive a Gift, The?re is however no mention of the elements 
as 'bare and empty signs*, and when we recollect that during its pre­ 
paration, Zwingli was still smarting under the hard, proud words of 
Luther, spoken after Marburg, we could hardly expect him to be sweep­ 
ing in his concessions to the Lutheran position.
1. Opera IV. 1 to 18. Baur. II. p.665- Jackson, p.477. Wernle. p.522.
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Zwingli's AOSLEGUHG DBS.CHHISTLICHEB GLAUBENS (1531). (I).
•*•
It is when we come to Zwinglj^s 'Swan Song' in the Auslegung des 
Chrietliohen Glaubens, addressed to Francis I., that we find strong 
and definite testimony to the rich contents of his views on the 
lard's Supper.
Where could we find bettor evidence than the following? "We believe 
that Christ ia truly present in the Lord's Supper; yea we believe 
that there is no communion without the presence of Christ. This is 
the PROOF: 'Where two or three are gathered together in Hy name, 
there am I in the midst of them' (Matt. XVIII. and 29.) How much 
more is He present, where the congregation is assembled to His 
honour? But that His body is literally eaten, is far from the truth, 
because He Himself says, f I am no more in the world (John XVII. and 
11) and the flesh profiteth nothing' (John IV. and 23-)• It is 
contrary to faith (I mean the holy and true faithjf because faith 
embraces Love, Fear of God, and Reverence, which abhor such carnal 
and gross eating. ......We believe £hat the true body of Christ is
eaten in the communion in a sacramental way by the religious, 
believing and pious heart. And this is in brief, the substance of 
what we maintain in this controversy." (I).
The proof is on the old familiar lines, but we have here the asser­ 
tion of the presence of Christ in the Supper, and of that presence 
as essential to validity. Further, w , have the assertion that 
the body of Christ is eaten in the Supper 'essentially and spirit- 
-ually'. In fact, we have a <|octrine closely approximate to that 
of Calvin. COSIfl, OVERALL, JEREMI, TAYLOE AflD HOOKER in England. 
CALVIN at one time spoke of Zwingli's doctrine as Profane, but in 
his later writings (2nd. Defence against Westphal), he recognised 
it as consonant vith his own. He did not deny a difference, but 
he saw that it was only a difference in emphasis. 
His defence of Zwingli is chivalrous, but it is evidently sincere. 
. IV. 42 - 78. WernJe. p. 330. Baur. II. p. 754 ff.
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?IHAL SUMMIHG UP OP ZWIHGLI'S DOCTRINE.
who knows Calvin and his teaching will suspect him of tolerating 
a doctrine of Mere Commemoration.
There is no reason to doubt that Zwingli would have assented ex animo 
to the view of Overall, "In the sacrament of the Eucharist, the body 
and blood of Christ, and in fact all of Christ is offered to the ^
. .'--\
worthy receiver, not by the mode of transubstantiation, or consub- j
stantiation, but by the Holy Spirit, working through faith." (I).
It will not be necessary to point out how widely this view of the
sacrament differs from that commonly attributed to Zwingli.
There are those who like Mieville, see no development in his view,
and consider his teaching as of one piece throughout.
There are those who ascribe his later and richer teaching to a desire
-. i..^\
to comply with the demands of Luther.
There are those again who see in his teaching a want of clarity, and 
compare him with the profound, consistent think&r. CALVIN. 
Our thesis is that there were in his teaching on the Lord's Supper, 
Three Definite Phases,
He had his First rich and positive period (1521-1524), when he corn- 
batted the Mass as a repeated, propitiatory sacrifice. 
There was a Second period (1524-1528), when he came to grips with 
Luther, and opposed the presence of the body of Christ IS or SOB 
the consecrated bread.
We have just been considering the THIRD period (1528-1531), where 
we see traces of his earlier and richer teaching. 
In the first two periods, when his writings are mainly critical, 
there are not a few passages, when he sweeps away more than he intendar• i
This is plainly the explanation of Calvin, who says in his Second
Answer to Westphal, (2) "Oekolampadius at the commencement of the .
i 
Dispute, from being too intent on refuting superstition did not speakj
of the sacrament in sufficiently honourable terms". When Zwingli met
(1). Dr. Anderson Scott. Expositor. 1901.
(2). 2nd Defence adv. Westphal. Tracts p. 275
108.
opponents who asserted that the body of Christ was 'essentially
and corporally eaten', he seems at times to surrender a partaking of 
any kind. But in all such cases, his testimony must be corrected by 
his own more positive assertions.
If anyone were to start from Zwingli's positive doctrine as collated ! 
from his utterances in the first and third period, and from scattered 
utterances in the second, and were patiently to bear in mind the 
narrowness of the field towards which his criticisms were directed, 
I venture to think that he would find little difficulty in harmon- ; 
ising even the most negative passages with the non-'Zwinglian* view 
which this thesis claims for him. ;
\Nei-t: k. .
One other point seems adverting to. Throughout his works, and 
especially in his controversy with Luther, we find Zwingli appealing 
to Augustine. "Augustine thinks with us," he says to the Emperor 
Charles. (I). At Marburg, Luther candidly admitted, "You have 
Augustine and Fulgentius on your side."
Does this point to a misunderstanding on the part of Luther and 
Zwingli of the teaching of Augustine, or to an ambiguity in the 
teaching of Augustine himself?
Canon Gore has remarked this ambiguity. "Augustine's language, as 
a whole, is certainly susceptible of being interpreted in the sense 
of an objective spiritual presence in the elements, or it may be 
fairly interpreted on a receptionist theory like Hooker* s. It is 
in fact somewhat ambiguous." (2).
Professor Mackinnon also speaks of Augustine's "incongruous body of 
religious thought, in which the contradictions are not really unified. 
There is certainly more in common between Augustine's view of the 
sacrament and Zwingli's than has generally been supposed, and if 
there is some inconsistency or ambiguity about Zwingli's teaching 
also, he too may be pardoned, and not dubbed a Zwinglian. (4).
(I). Jackson Zwingli. Appendix, p. 477-
2). Gore. Dissertations, p. 252.
3). Professor Macltinnon. Luther and the Reformation, p. 56.
'4). Dr. Anderson "cott. Expositor. 1901.
109
ZWINGLI'S DEATH.
Zwingli's life came to an untimely end soon after the issue 
of the FIDEI RATIO. He fell on the bloody field of Kappel 
in 1531. Luther was so affected with the intelligence, as 
he tells us himself, that his sleep was turned into a night 
of weeping and of tears. Later however, in 1545, he could 
regard Zwingli f s death as a judgment of God.
£HAPT£R EIGHT. Pages 110 to 115.
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THE POSITION OP THE QUESTION. WHEfl CALVIK BEGAB TO WRITE.
THE MEDIATING EFFORTS OF BUCER.
There now followed, through a series of years, the well-intentioned, 
but ill-conducted negotiations of Bucer, to effect a general concord. 
These, we have not space to follow in detail.
To begin with, it was necessary to satisfy Luther that the Tet- 
rapolitan Confession (of which Bucer was the author), itself involved! 
no essential variation from that of Augsburg.
Next we have Bucer in his first Campaign in 1533 at Zurich, trying 
to,persuade the Helvetic divines that they might easily come to a 
similar pacification. They were too honest however, to fall in with 
his imagination that the difference could be thus reduced to nothing. 
They charged him with being unfair to them or to Luther in pretend­ 
ing to agree with both. (I).
After proper preliminary preparations, we find him in 1535 again on 
the field; negotiating now with Melanchthon and Luther, and coming 
to the result finally of the Declaration of Cassel. in which the 
bread and wine were said to be ^Exhibitive Signs involving by 
sacramental union, the simultaneous presence of Christ's flesh and 
blood." (2).
Then came the Third Campaign in 1536, resulting in the celebrated 
Concord of 'ittenberg .
It was necessary now to unite the Helvetic Church in the Cassel 
Formula, for Switzerland was at that time not itself of one mind. 
The Swiss expressed their view in
III: Ebrard, II. page 367. do. do. 375-
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THE FIRST CONFESSION OF BASEL - JANUARY, 1534. (I).
Nearest to Strasbourg stood Basel, which issued the above Confession 
at Bucer's request, to show the world that the Swiss were not fairly 
liable to the reproach of having the Supper without Christ. 
It was supposed to have been the production originally of Oekolampad- 
ius, and it was now revised and improved by his successor Myconius. 
On the question of the Lord's Supper it reads as follows;- "In the
u*&
Lord's Supper, (in which^the bread and wine of the Lord are repres­ 
ented and offered to us by the minister of the Church, the true 
body and blood of Christ), bread and .vine remain unchanged. 
We firmly beliare, however, that Christ Himself, (ipsummet) is the 
food of believing souls unto eternal life, and that our souls, by 
true faith upofc Christ crucified, are made to eat and drink the flesh 
and blood of Christ; so that we, members of His Body, live in Him, as 
He also lives in us; whereby we shall at the last day, by Him and in 
Him, rise to everlasting life, blessedness and joy." (I). 
Here we have a decided advance in Oekolampadius 1 teaching. It is not 
merely the Crucified Christ who is our soul-food, but the person of .ij 
Christ enters into Mystical Union with us, so that we become members 
of His Mystical Body. Here we have the groundlines of the subsequent 
teaching of Calvin. And Oekolampadius wrote this Confession a year 
before Zwingli's death: (2). This Confession contained in truth the 
very view of Bucer.
Zurich was more disposed to adhere to the narrower conception, though 
favourably disposed also to the idea of union. Bern for a time 
clung most stiffly to the same teaching, under the influence espec­ 
ially of Megander, a zealot on the Swiss side, who may be taken as 
a fair counterpv-rt to Westphal on the Lutheran side. A strong 
counter influence however, gained ground here also, more and more. 
Finally, Bucer and Capito were empowered to represent the general 
Helvetic Council, and to negotiate on its behalf, articles of agree­ 
ment with Luther and the Saxon divines, on the basis of the first 
Helvetic Confession, published a short time before.
(1). Schaff's Creeds of Christendom, page 387-
Hospinian, Hist, Sacr. II. page 224. />rt. 6.
(2). Ebrard. fl. page 370. note.
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FIH3T HEUteiTlQ COflffhooIQa. (I).
This Confession which is sometimes called the 2nd. Confession of Bas­ 
el, was framed by Bullinger, Myconius and Grynaeus in 1536, Its 
language on the Lord's Supper is as follows: -"Concerning the Mystical 
Supper, we thus judge that the Lord in it truly offers to His people 
His own body and blood, that is Himself, to the end that he may live 
more and more in them, and they in Him. Not that the body and blood 
are naturally united with the bread and wine, or locally included in 
them, or are made carnally present in any way; but that the Lord 
Himself, through the ministry of tfco Church, makes the true communic­ 
ation of His body and blood to be exhibited, not as perishable food 
for the body, but as the aliment of eternal life." This Confession 
is a further anticipation of the teaching of Calvin. 
In opposition to Zwingli f it is taught, (2) that not merely Christ's 
merit^ but Christ's person is communicated to us.
In opposition to Luther f it says nothing of an oral manducation, or a 
communication to the unworthy, but emphasises the central nature of 
the Mystical Union between the soul and Christ.
WITTEHBERG CQNCORDIA. (3).
On the basis of the first Helvetic Confession, the Wittenberg Concor- 
dia was drawn up in 1536. This formula was prepared by Melanchthon, 
and contains the following propositions :-
(A). We confess in the words of Irenaeus that the Eucharist consists 
of two things - a heavenly and an earthly. Therefore we feel and 
teach that with the bread and wine are truly and substantially 
present, exhibited and received, the body and blood of Christ.
(1). Creeds of Ev. Prot. Churches, page 225. Art 
Niemeyer, Col. Oonf. page 112.
(2). Ebrard, II. page 380.
(3). Corp. Ref. III. page 75.
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And although we deny Transubstantiation, and do not believe that 
there is any local inclusion in the bread, nor any combination endur­ 
ing beyond the actual duration of the Sacrament, nevertheless, we 
grant that the bread is, by a sacramental union, the body of Christ, 
i.e. we believe that, with the offered bread, there is at the same 
time, present and exhibited, the body of Christ.
(C). Hence we believe that this institution of the Sacrament has val- 
idity in the Church, and does not depend on the worthiness of the ad- 
iaini3tr£nt, nor of the recipient. Wherefore, as Paul says that the 
unworthy also eat, we therefore, believe that the body and blood of 
the Lord are truly offered even to the unworthy, and that the unwor­ 
thy receive them, where the words and ordinances of Christ are pre­ 
served. But such receive only to their own condemnation, because 
they abuse the Sacrament, since they employ it without penitence and 
without faith.
"This Concordia is an interesting document, and shows beforehand," 
as Dorner says, "that a standpoint in the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, such as afterwards became through Calvin the ruling one in 
the Reformed Churches f was acknowledged by Luther, himself, to be one 
with which brotherly communion was Christianly lawful." (I). It is 
however, a contradictory Formula. It first denies the local inclusion 
of the body of Christ in the bread, and then asserts that it is truly 
received in it by unbelievers as well as by believers. To such a 
Concord, of course, Switzerland could not consent, and all pains were 
taken to let the fact be known. A delegation waited on Bucer from 
Basel to protest. Eight days he laboured to satisfy them but in vain. 
Grynaeus told him plainly that he-wrested the sense of Luther, in 
trying to bring it into harmony with the Helvetic Church. Then came 
new transactions in Switzerland, in which Bucer laboured still in 
vain to reconcile the Swiss to his construction of the "ittenberg 
Concordia. At last it was determined by the Swiss, to write to 
Luther himself on the subject, and get his sense, as it were, 
directly from his own mouth.
(I). Dorner, 1. Page 335-
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SWISS LETTER TO LUTHER.
In this letter, (I) they reaffirmed their adherence to the old Zwing- 
lian propositions, that Christ has departed from the world, is sitti­ 
ng at the right hand of God, and is not to be again brought down 
thence into the earthly state; and that the body of Christ cannot 
therefore be corporeally eaten nor can Christ Himself be present 
everywhere. They then declared that according to Bucer f s interpret­ 
ation, the new formula would not alter their old Confession, to which 
they wished to adhere; that the bodily ascension of Christ to Heaven, 
in consequence of which He is no longer carnally in the world, but 
remains in His Heavenly state would not be denied, and it would not 
be questioned that He is apprehended and received in the Lord's 
Supper by the believing heart. In conclusion, they asserted that "in 
the Sacrament, the main thing is God*s gift, namely the body and 
blood of Christ,yea, the body which has been delivered to death for 
us, and the blood which has been shed on the Cross to wash away our 
sins? "We deny not that the body and blood of Christ are eaten and 
enjoyed, in the Supper, as the food of souls unto eternal life. But 
this we deny, that the body of Christ is eaten in itself corporeally 
or as flesh, or that He is everywhere present in His body in a 
corporal or natural way. "(2). This letter was carried to Luther by 
Bucer himself.
LUTHER'S ANSWER TO THE SWIS3 LETTER. (3).
His answer carae nine months aiterwards, respectful and friendly, and 
strangely enough, acquiescing in their explanation and position. It ! 
is difficult to understand Luther's attitude at this time. He must 
have been aware that the ov,is3 Theologians were at variance with him 
on essential points, and yet he was willing to extend to them the 
hand of reconciliation and peace. We remember however the moderation 
and kindness with which he treated the Bohemian Brethern, in regard 
to their Sacramental Theory. 7»e remember also his magnanimous attit­ 
ude to the Swabian Syngramma, and we suggest that his bearing to the 
Swiss at this time, is to be explained by the fact that he recognised 
that in their case too, there was a positive assertion.
1). Hospinian, II. page 150 Ebrard, II. page 586.
2). Koestlin, II. p.173. Hospin. II. p. 150. Ebrard, II. p. 386.
3). do 175. uo. 396.
115-
the reception of an objective Heavenly gift as the essential 
feature of the Sacrament. He recognised in the Letter of the Swiss, 
that they had advanced beyond the sterile confession of Zwingli in 
his middle period. In other words, Luther now distinguished between 
the so-called "Zwinglian" view, arid the view of Calvin which was al­ 
ready in the air. Luther must have been aware that a deeper view of 
the sacramental presence was quietly striking its roots into the 
Protestant world, and mounting upwards into mature strength. For this 
was the actual fact. This deeper view was not confined to any one 
section of the Church, but comes before us as the spontaneous pro­ 
duct of its general life. We find it widely active in the German 
Church under the banner of the Augsburg Confession. Its main repres­ 
entative here was Melanchthon, the author of this Confession. In the 
Helvetic Church, as we have seen, there was a parallel movement, 
that served to bring in gradually a richer development of the Zwing-,, 
lian doctrine. The significance of the Lord's Supper, as a Commem­ 
oration, was still insisted on but attention was now turned more than 
at the beginning, to the idea of a real participation in Christ's 
life as the necessary condition and support of the other interest. 
The Unio Mystica was coming into its own. We have seen that 
Zwingli himself approximated to this in his Final Period, and we 
have also seen that Oekolampadius in the 1st Confession of Basel 
had come to the deeper view. The ground was prepared for Calvin. 
He found himself in a congenial atmosphere. We have seen his 
precursors in the Swabian Syngramma, the Tetrapolitan Confession, 
the Wittenberg Concordia and in Switzerland itself in the Pre-
f
Calvin Confessions. (1). , •»•••••
(I). Nevin - The Mystical Presence, p. 81.
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? y-*rly Teaching on the Lord's Supper.
John Calvin now brought this view independently from France. 
Before we prooeed to the formal discussion of his theory of the 
Lord*s Supper, it will be necessary to take a brief glance at his 
personality and history. Calvin seemed destined to be a Mediator. 
By birth, he was connected with two nations. His father, Gerhard 
Calvin or Cauvin, Prooureur Fiscal of the Lordship of Hoyon in 
Picardy and Secretary of the diocese was French. His mother, Anna 
Franke of Cambray, was of German blood. He first saw the light on 
July 10th 1509. He was educated with the children of the noble 
family of Mommor, the most honourable in the district. It was with 
lasting gratitude that he remembered this period of his life, and 
he dedicated his first work, the Commentary on Seneca, to a Mommor, 
the Prelate of St. Elol, with whom he had studied. Young Calvin, 
by his natural ability, soon surpassed his fellow students. In 
his twelfth year, his father, who was not rich, procured for him 
an appointment in the Chapelle de la Gesine, and sent him to the 
High School at Paris. Here he found Maturnlus Cordier, who 
grounded him in the Scholastic Theology. It is a noteworthy 
circumstance that his early training was Scholastic, not Humanist. 
This enabled him to understand and appreciate the essence of the 
Lutheran System of doctrine, and prepared him for his lifework - 
the definition and consolidation of the Reformed Theology. Having 
reached his eighteenth year, he now became acquainted for the first 
time with a Bible, and soon began to discover the errors of the 
Roman Catholic Church. At the suggestion of his father, he entered 
the University of Orleans, in order to study Law. But however 
diligently he devoted himself to this science, the voice of 
conscience urged him yet more strongly to the examination and 
understanding of the Scriptures. He was greatly assisted in this
4*.
by Melchior Wolmar, who taught him Greek, and strengthed his still 
unsettled principles, so that he even began to proclaim his new 
convictions by preaching. To this Wolmar, he was in great measure
indebted for his conversion. It seems that in the case of
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Calvin, this conversion was effected without a protracted struggle. 
(I). In his Preface to the Psalms, he relates that he was so 
fixed in Popish superstition, that it seemed difficult indeed, to 
free him from such a quagmire, when God overcame him by a sudden 
conversion, and subjected him to His will. His studies in juris­ 
prudence were however by no means fruitless. We see the traces of 
the trained legal mind in the Premier Projet d' Organisation
s - ^ 'ecclesiastique a Geneve of 1537, and the Ordonnances ecclesiastics
of 1541. These are both models of orderly arrangement. 
By this time, the Reformed religion had spread in northern and 
central France through the influence of Luther* s writings. In 
the south, Zwingli's doctrine became known. A bitter persecution 
followed, and now it was proved that Calvin was more a Heformer 
than a Jurist. Hlcolas Cop, the newly elected Hector of the 
Sorbonne in Paris, was obliged, according to custom, to pronounce 
an oration on the day on which the Roman Catholics held the 
Feast of All Saints. Calvin prepared the speech, and spoke with 
great freedom on the pure Gospel, and on Justification by Faith. 
Cop read it, and immediately he and its author were compelled 
to flee. Calvin found shelter in the court of the Queen of 
Havarre, who spoke to the angry monarch, quieted the storm, 
and lessened the general irritation (2).
For some time, he led a wandering life, and we hear of him at 
Paris, Orleans and Strasbourg, where he met Bucer and Capito. 
At last he came to Hoyon, where he sold his inheritance, in order 
to convey his sisters to Basel or Strasbourg. We hurry over these 
travels and experiences. But two points are important in 
connection with them. (3).
J.. Calvin felt himself so much at home in Strasbourg and Basel, 
that he resolved to take up his residence in one of these two 
places. Later, when he was banished from Geneva, he returned to 
Strasbourg. He felt himself akin to Bucer, Oekolampadius and 
Capito. These were the men who preserved
(1) Lindsay, History of the Reformation. II. p. 97. 
Wernle, Die Bekehrung Calvins. p.84. ff. 
Lang, Die Bekehrung. Johannis Calvins. 
Doumergue. 1.344. ff.
(2) do. 331. ff.
(3) Bbrard, II. 411.
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the mean between Luther and Zwlngli. This was Calvin* s spiritual 
home, in the middle point, where the North to South line that 
connected Lutheranism and Zwinglianism crossed the East and West 
line that stretched between Germany and France. 
II. A second circumstance is of great importance, that in his 
first residence at Basel, in the year 1536, he completed the 
First Edition of the Institutes, (i). He brought his system of 
doctrine from France as a finished product. It cannot be said 
that it was evolved under Lutheran or Zwinglian influence, for 
his residence in Basel or Strasbourg was too short for 
Oekolampadius or Bucer to have inspired his teaching. 
Besides, Calvin himself assures us that he had already completed 
his whole system of doctrine in his 20th year, and that he never 
deviated in one point from it. We have thus in the ist Edition 
of tfce^ Institutes a document of his own independent, original 
view. It was a work which was written, when he was neither under 
the influence of the Zwinglian Farel nor of the Lutheran theologians, 
"The Institutes of the Christian Religion is Calvin and Calvinism 
complete". (2).
Let us now see how it deals with the subject of the Lord's Supper. 
•The other sacrament of the Christian Church is the bread 
sanctified in Christ's body, and the wine sanctified in His blood. 
We call it either the Lord's Supper or the Eucharist, because 
in it, we are fed spiritually by the kindness of God, and we on 
our part, give thanks for His goodness." (3).
This strikes the note for the discussion. In order that we may 
have a true conception of the sacrament, we must regard it as 
a Spiritual thing.
In this Holy Feast, God feeds not our bodies, but our souls* 
"As we see the bread given us as a sign of Christ's body, we 
must endeavour to understand the following comparison. Thus, as 
the bread nourishes the life of the body, upholds and supports it, 
so the body of Christ is the food and support of our spiritual life,
I. Opera. I. p. 232.
II. Doumergue. IV. p. i.
III. Opera. I. p. 236. Ebrard,Das Dogma vom heiligen Abendmahl.
II. p. 441.
Since the wine is the symbol of the blood, so we believe that 
Christ aots spiritually on our souls, as wine acts on our body"-(l) 
"But let us believe that the sacrament is spiritual, - a something 
whereby God will feed our souls, not our stomach; let us seek 
Christ, not so as to be seen and apprehended by the bodily senses, 
but to be. recognised by His presence in our soul" (2). 
Calvin makes his position clear in its relation to Luther and 
Zwingli. In one pregnant sentence, he defines where he stands in 
regard to the debated question of the "right hand of God". 
"Christ having ascended with His own proper body into heaven, 
there sits at the right hand of the Father, that is, He rules in 
the might, power and glory of the Father." (3)
These words, ajre^ve^ry aigy^'f^^ffi^t ? and are prophetic of that office 
of mediation which Calvin so consistently fulfilled. For Zwingli, 
the session at the right hand of God" was a hindrance for the 
coming of Christ to us, although, let it be clearly understood, 
only for a local descent. Zwingli resisted the doctrine of 
Ubiquity, and the consequent bodily presence, and in his middle 
period, he was satisfied with this negative result. He lost 
sight there of the mystical union. He did not concern himsdlf 
with the question how, without detriment to the "Session at the 
right hand of God", and without accepting ubiquity, we may have 
a real communion with Christ.
Calvin now takes $p the matter in a positive way* He also 
believes that Christ is separated from us as regards His body, 
but he expounds the "session at the right hand of God", as a 
sharing in the omnipotence and majesty of God. What follows from 
that? "This kingdom", he says, "is bounded by no limits of 
space, and is circumscribed by no dimensions. It is extended 
according to His will", (nee ullis locofum spatiis limitatum 
nee ullis dimensionibus circumscriptum, quin Christus virtutem 
suam, ubicunque placuerit). (4).
I. Opera. I.p. 238.
II. do. p. 240.
III. do. p. 246.
IT. do* p. 247.
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"He exercises His dominion (virtutern) in heaven and on earth.
By this, He shows His presence in power and virtue. He is ever 
with His people. He lives in them, He upholds, strengthens, and 
defends them, and this no less manifestly, than if He were present 
in the body. (In iis vivat eos sustineat, confirmet, vegetet, 
oonservet, non secus ac si corpore adesset). (1). 
Here Calvin strives to raise himself above the antithesis in which 
Luther and Zwingli were entangled. Por both, the chief question 
was, as to whether Christ's glorified body was, as regards its 
substance, circumscribed, or unciroumscribed. Both held the 
hypothesis that a real union of Christ with us can take place only 
if Christ's body is uncircumscribed. Zwingli f in his middle 
period, in order not to have to concede the uncircumscription of 
Christ's body, forsook or rather attenuated his original teaching 
of a mystical union, and was content with a mere presence of the 
spirit of Christ in us.
Luther's one thought was to retain the boon of the mystical union, 
and he could not recognise and reconcile this with the circum­ 
scription of Christ's body.
Where Calvin was original was* in his maintaining that the 
circumscription of the body does not exclude a real union with 
Christ. This was the great fundamental thought of his theory f 
in that he shows that the circumscription of the glorified body 
of Christ does no injury to the real mystical union with Hia. 
Leibnitz considers that the reconciliation of the Confessions 
(Lutheran and Reformed) is found in the hypothesis of Calvin, 
that the substance of the body consists in its primitive power, 
active and passive, and that the immediate application of the 
power constitutes the presence of such substance, even without 
dimensions. He has also acknowledged that Calvin has so conceived 
of the idea of Corporeality, that he has succeeded in proving 
that the mystical union with Christ is not prevented by Christ's 
bod$ being circumscribed. (2).
I* Opera. I.p. 247-
II. Pensees de Leibnitz. 2nd Edition, p. 106.
121 
This is also Ebrard's opinion. "The permanent substance even
of a human body is not the mass of chemical ingredients. It is 
the psychic virtue (Kraft) which lives in the organism. Much more 
then does a glorified body consist in this Dynamic energy or 
virtue (!).•
This is doubtless Calvin's conception of "body", and when he 
speaks of Christ exercising His power (virtus) where He pleases, 
he has this idea in mind. He does not regard Christ's body in 
a natural way like Luther, who was led by this to a doctrine of 
Ubiquity. He regards this body as pure energy or Kraft. If 
Zwingli's theory can be designated as 'historical', Luther's as 
'wunderhaft', we might characterise Calvin's conception as 
'Mystical' or more correctly as 'Dynamical'. (2). 
On the fcther hand, Calvin makes it quite clear that he does not 
deny Christ's Ascension-His bodily separation from us, and the 
circumscription of that body. Christ has His glorified body in 
heaven. His body is not a diffused, invisible substance. His 
body is a formed, expressive, visible projection of His soul. 
But that does not prevent Him communicating; Himself to us as power* 
Luther and Zwingli share the hypothesis, that if we are to enjoy 
a union with the glorified body of Christ, it must be local and 
dimensional, and that therefore, the body of Christ must come to 
us in a local and physical way. Luther teaches this. Zwingli, 
in order not to have to grant this, is led sometimes to deny the 
possibility of any such union.
Calvin teaches that Christ is in heaven, and we are on earth, but 
that in spite of this spatial separation, there is a real mystical 
union, namely a non-local, non-dimensional, supra-spatial,virtual 
union. With Luther, the participator is locally limited, and the 
body of Christ is extended or ubiquitous. With Calvin, Christ's 
body is circumscribed and locally in heaven,but the Mode of 
communion is
I. Ebrard. II.p. 414.
II. Schulz. Zur Lehre vom heiligen Abendmahl. p. 4.
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superlocal. Christ's circumscribed body has the omnipotent power, 
without any local descent, to be really with us and in us. As 
Christ projects His soul in heaven, He projects it into each 
coBBunicant, It is the same Psychic, Dynamic Substance which 
penetrates us, lives in us, and not merely penetrates our spirits, 
but forms a new focus, (Mlttelpunkt), for our psychical - bodily % 
life. (I),"In this way it is, that the body and blood of Christ 
are offered to us in the Sacrament; but not in the previous way 
referred to, i.e. there is no oral manducatioa." (Secundum hanc 
rationem corpus «»4 sanguis Christi in sacramento nobis exhibetur; 
secimdum priorem minime) (2).
Calvin thus substitutes for the outward communion, an inward 
communion. We do not receive Christ's body in a dimensional and 
local manner, but virtually, so that Christ lives in us, not 
merely with His spirit, but with the psychic energy (Kraft) of His 
whole divine-human person. It is this same kind of union we enjoy 
even without the sacrament. (Cpf. quin suis semper adsit). The 
body of Christ is therefore communicated to us, not as a natural 
substance but as Power or Energy (Kraft), as Virtus, truly and 
effectively not naturally (vere and efficaciter non naturaliter). 
(2) nPor the sake of clearness, I say that His body is truly and 
really, but not naturally offered to us, and this I say, to 
indicate that it is not the actual body that is given to us, but 
all the benefits which Christ by His body, has procured for us. 
This is the presence of the body which the intention of the 
Sacrament requires (quam sacramenti ratio postulat).* (2) That 
Calvin reckons as these benefits not only the atonement won for us 
through Christ's death, but also the life of Christ in us, is 
quite clear from the above quotation. His position is thus quite 
distinct from Luther's. Indeed the opposition to Luther is clear 
and plain.
I. Ebrard, II. page 416.
II. Opera, I. page 247.
123.
Comparison of the De Captivitate Babylonica (1520) and the
1536.
Doumergue (I) has drawn an instructive parallel between the 
teaching of Calvin in the Institutes of 1536 and that of Luther 
in the De Captivitate Babylonioa of 1520. Luther gave there his 
classic comparison in exposition of Consubstantiation. "Why 
should Christ not be able to include His body under the substance 
of the bread, as well as within the accidents? Fire and iron - 
two substances are so mingled in Red-hot iron, that each part of 
it is both iron and fire. Why may not the glorious body of Christ 
much more be in every part of the substance of the bread?" (II.) 
Thus we have Isi, Consubstantiation, 2nd, the Glorious Body, and 
3rfl. the identification of the bread and the body. 
"If I cannot understand how the bread can be the body of Christ, I 
shall bring my understanding into captivity to the obedience of 
Christ, and firmly believe in simple adherence to His words, not 
only that the body of Christ is in the bread, but that the bread 
is the body of Christ" (3). and Luther insists, "If philosophy 
does not understand these things, the Holy Spirit is greater than 
Aristotle." (3) How Calvin, in the 1st Edition of the Institutes, 
formally repels the Three points of the Lutheran doctrine. 
1st, The flesh of Christ is not on earth. "At the resurrection, He 
resumed it, and carried it to heaven." and if the presence of Christ 
is "true and efficacious", it is none the less, "altogether spirit­ 
ual." "Let us think first, that the sacrament is a spiritual thing. 
Let us be satisfied then, to obtain it spiritually." (4). 
2n4, In the Supper, there can be no question of the Glorious body 
of which Luther speaks. "Others argue more subtly that what is 
offered (exhibetur) in the sacrament is the glorious and immortal 
body. But I ask you what body the Lord gave to His disciples the 
night before He suffered. Foolish one, what do you ask from the 
power of God, that He should mai:? the bread to be at the same time 
flesh, and not flesh? (5). n
I. Doumergue. II.p. 569-
II. Wace & Buchheim. p. 158.
III. do. p. 160.
TV. Opera. I. p. 241-
V. Opera. I. p. 240. p.245-
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Calvin protests directly against those who hold that the 
bread la the body. (l).
"Cry out as you please, 'This is the body and the blood', I hold 
on the contrary, that it is the Testament in the body and the 
blood. (2)." It is possible of course, that Calvin, in combatting 
ideas which were more or less common to the Catholics and Luther, 
did not have Luther specially in mind. He has none the less 
emphatically contradicted him. (3).
false to sav that Calvin was originally a 'Zwin/glian
in the popular sense. We find rather in him an organic development 
of Zwingli *s teaching. To Calvin, Bread and Wine are not merely a 
Pledge that Christ has died for us. To him, the act of the 
sacrament is an act wherein Christ communicates to us the full 
power of His personality with all the resulting benefits of this 
living union. Prom the body of Christ, there streams a power, over 
and above the ordinary influence of the Holy Spirit, of which, in 
the Supper, believers are recipients. The body of Christ is not 
now present anywhere on earth as substance, i.e. as natural 
substance, but it is present as power, as "virtus". In the Eucharist 
Christ is present with "omnia benefioia. 11 On this account, the 
Words of Institution do not speak of the body of Christ apart from 
His benefits, or of the benefits apart from the body and blood, 
whereby they are procured. Bread and Wine are to him not bare 
signs. He rejects the opinion that the bread is only a sign or 
figure of the body, Just as strongly as he refuses to believe that 
the body is under the bread (alii signum tantum and figuram 
corporis proponi . ) Bread and Wine are not to him bare Signs , but 
Symbols, and not merely, as Zwingli sometimes says, symbols of the 
death of Christ, but also and preeminently, symbols of the living 
union with Christ. The act of the Holy Supper is an act of rfiaJL, 
true reception of Christ. Calvin had like ZTingTi, a distrust of 
all the refinements and subtleties of Scholasticism, and therefore 
he could not accept Luther's doctrine of Ubiquity. He had like 
laither, a full and rich interest in the real presence of Christ, 
and therefore he could not accept the elements as mere signs. He 
stands in this, his first deliverance, on the Lord's Supper, in a
-medlAtir>£ •pQgltjnp - not hppfmsp 1 iVo Bnnoy (4). 
1 Opera. I " p.24U. 11. Opera 1' pTZ^S Tri ^oumergue. 11. p. 570 
IV Klingeuburg - Das Verhaltris zu Butzer. (1912).
125-
he was for ever seeking a via media, a form of words to which 
both parties could give adherence, but by virtue of his deeper 
insight into the essentials of sacramental teaching. He stands in 
the middle, not in virtue of any mere deft manipulation of 
theological, terms, but because his mind and heart demanded an 
interpretation of the Supper, purified from mediaeval accretions, 
while conserving every real religious interest. (1). 
This is well shewn in the 1st Edition of the Institutes. This 
work contains many other valuable side-lights on his sacramental 
theory, but as these will be more fully revealed in his later 
works, we have contended outselves here with the discussion of 
his original relation to the theories of liuther and Zwingli. 
This teaching of Calvin*s in 1536, has many points of resemblance 
with the testimony of Oekolampadius after his intercourse with 
Melanchthon at Marburg, and his subsequent correspondence with him. 
It was expressed by Oekolampadius in the 1st Confession of Basel 
(1534) (2). Bucer held somewhat similar views. What Calvin did, 
was to provide a more secure foundation. He did this by furnishing 
a deeper conception of corporeality, and of the f session at the 
right hand of God*. He also furnished a more profound exegesis, 
in that he did not put so much stress on the actual words of the 
institution, but regarded the transaction of the Lord's Supper as 
the important thing, and emphasised the symbolical nature of it. 
He went beyond the assertion of the symbolical meaning of the 
bread and wine as food, to the assertion, that in the Supper, 
there takes place an analogous nourishment of the new man through 
Oirist, the Living Bread. It is remarkable, as Ebrard has pointed 
out, how Bucer, Melanchthon, Haner, Brenz and Calvin, all came 
independently to this teaching of a real, but Central enjoyment of 
Christ in the Holy Supper. (3).
I. Prof. Watt Hastings Encye. of Rel. and Ethics.
II. Thesis, p. 111.
III.Ebrard. 11. p. 418.
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We have followed Calvin in the first period of his life, where he 
developed his own individual doctrine of the Supper quite independ­ 
ently. With his departure from Prance, (1536) in his 27th year, 
there begins a second period. He had made up his mind, as we have 
seen, to reside in Basel or Strasbourg as a private student, but 
now, almost against his will, his path was diverted to Geneva, 
which was then under the influence of the Zurich teaching. It was 
Parel who captivated him with strong and weighty words, The
question now arises whether Calvin was intellectually and spirit­ 
ually influenced by Parel, Calvin came to Geneva in August in 1536. 
His installation into office was marked by no flourish of trumpets. 
(I) Very soon, however, an opportunity arose for him to display 
his powers. He accompanied Farel to a Disputation at Lausanne on 
1st October, when the ten theses prepared by Farel, were the basis 
of discussion. (2). Calvin did not speak till Tuesday, 5th October. 
ffllff ftffl&i presence of Christ in the Supper was then the subject of 
debate. A Roman Catholic representative had read a long treatise, 
laboriously prepared, in which he reproached the Reformed preachers 
for despising the ancient and holy teachers. Then Calvin arose, 
and with his terrible irony and astonishing learning, he affirmed 
that the Catholics "do not hold them (The Fathers) in so great 
honour as we, and will not condescend to employ their time in read­ 
ing their writings. 1* He next proceeded to quote from memory and to 
explain the opinions of Tertullian, Chrysostom, Augustine, and 
concluded his quotation with the words, "Everyone can easily per­ 
ceive how rashly you affirm the ancient Fathers are against us. 
Tou have not seen the covers, far less the leaves of their books. ̂ 2 
As regards the Holy Supper f he summed up his views as follows. "It 
is a spiritual communion; by which, 'en vertu and en efficace, * He 
makes us partakers of all that we can receive of grace in His body 
and His Blood.
(1) Gautier - Histoire de Geneve, 11. page 447. ff.
(2) Douaergue 11. page 214.
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is all spiritual, i.e., by the bond (lien) of His Spirit." (I) 
Doumergue relates that Calvin's words created the most profound 
sensation. Farel voiced immediately the feelings of the majority 
of the Assembly and cried, "How wise and gefod^is God! He has had 
mercy on his poor flock, wandering in the desert, and has restored 
it to the sheepfold." Many conversions were made, and the ecclesias­ 
tical consequences of the theological contest soon followed. 
Calvin was credited with having accomplished a great work. 
We find him again, Oct. 16, 1536, at the Bern Synod, where the 
subject of discussion was the Wittenberg Concordia. Bucer and 
Capito recommended it warmly to the Swiss, but the Synod considered 
it ambiguous. One of the delegates however observed that there 
ought to be no schism in the churches. "If that happens, 1* he said, 
"The Church is doomed." We do not know exactly who the delegate was 
but we think it highly possible, as Doumergue suggests, that it 
would be Calvin, *ie Grand Conciliateur des Protestsnts" . (2). 
It was at Geneva however, that Calvin was to do his great work. 
Prom the end of 1536, he was fully recognised as the colleague of 
Farel. On 24th May 1536, we read, "The question arose of the 
Edicts necessary to b© drawn up for the unity of the state.* (3). 
This was done on 10th Nov. 1536,
flfoege' Articles are v^ry jj^ormative for the subject of this thesis 
as they reveal the important place which;, the Lord's Supper occupied
Prof. Choisy remarks that "Calvin, the author of these Articles, 
demands in them, a share in the prerogatives of the State which 
will be very unwillingly granted. As in other Reformed Swiss 
cantons, the magistrate has, up till now, had full authority over 
ecclesiastical matters. He has served himself heir to the powers 
of the dethroned bishop, and has held the prerogative of Excommunic­ 
ation. It is then very improbable that he will divert himself of 
such privileges." (4).
I. Doumergue. II. p. 215f.
II. do. p. 217
III. Registres du Conseil..vol. 30. M.S.S. Geneva, Consistory.
IY. Choisy. La Theocratic & Geneve. p 16-18.
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Teaching on the Lord's Supper. 
The Articles of 1537 begin thus.
"It is certain that a church cannot be said to be well regulated, 
unless the Supper of our Lord is frequently celebrated. n 
The propositions for regulating the matter follow. 
"It would be very desirable that the communion of the Holy Supper 
should be celebrated at least every Sunday, when the church is 
assembled in congregation, in view of the great comfort that 
believers receive from it, and the fruit which proceeds from it in 
every way, and indeed, it was not instituted by Jesus, as a commem­ 
orative feast to be celebrated once or twice a year, but for 
frequent exercise of our faith and love. .... This custom was the 
practise of the ancient church until the abominable custom of masses 
was introduced.... How it would be difficult to demolish with one 
stroke, a custom so firmly established ... For the infirmity of 
the people is such, that there is the danger, that this sacred, so 
excellent mystery would come to be despised, if it were celebrated 
too often ... Having regard to that, it has seemed well to us... 
that this Holy Supper should be celebrated once a month. (1) 
The Articles then deal with the question as to who shall participate 
in the Holy Supper, and this raises the problem of discipline and 
excommunication.
"But the 1st rule to be observed with the greatest care is this, that 
the Holy Feast be not soiled and contaminated by people taking part 
in it, who are of manifestly wicked and evil character, i'or in the 
profanation of His sacrament, our Lord is greatly dishonoured. We 
must take care that the pollution that so dishonours God, should 
not be carelessly passed over. It is necessary that those who are 
entrusted with the discipline of the church, should see that those 
who come to the communion, are approved members of Jesus Christ... 
and that those who do not repent, after being admonished, should be 
cut off from the Holy Communion of the Church." (1)
1. Henainjard. IV. p. 154 Doumergue. 11. £. 220.
L f adoption de la Reforme par le peuple de Ceneve (Geneva 1923)
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The Holy Supper becomes thus the 3cey stone of the arch of 
EAsoiDllne. Calvin has been criticized for the rigour of his 
disciplinary acts, but as Doumergue has pointed out, "that rigour 
and that discipline were already practised in Switzerland, long 
before his time." What is original in Calvin?" says Douraergue, 
"is the spirit of pious austerity which he poured into the old 
form." (1)
Above all, we have to remember that his most precious interest 
was "to preserve the Genevan theocracy, and to defend the Holy 
Table from all defilement and abuse." (2)
The Articles of 1537 deal with three other subjects, Singing; 
Marriage; and the Instruction of Children in religion.* It is 
very necessary in order to preserve the people in purity of 
doctrine, that the children from their early years, should be 
instructed to give a reason for their faith." (3) w £o attain this 
result, the ministers present a Catechism." (3) 
The Catechism of j.537.
"This Catechism is, in view of its brevity and clearness, the 
spring, from whence we can most easily imbibe a knowledge of this 
great religious system. It is, so to speak, an epitome of 
Calvinism." (4)
As a resume of the Institutes, the Catechism does not present any 
new teaching on the Lord's Supper. (5).
The section 'De la Gene £u Seigneur" is contained in one column 
of vol. XX11 .p. 70. of the Corp.Ref. It is a brief statement of 
essential points. "The promise which is added (adjoustee) to the 
mystery of the Supper declares plainly for what end it is 
instituted. It confirms to us the fact that the body of our Lord 
was once given for us in such a way (tellement,) that it is now 
ours and will be ours eternally, and that His blood once shed for 
us, will always be ours. The signs are the bread and the wine, 
under which the Lord Presents to us the true communion of His Body 
and His Blood, but spiritually" (6)
We have already noted almost identical words in the Institutes of 
__———————————————————————iY— $iiii«-b-*-ftaftttiT. Le Cate/ct536.
I Doumergue 11.226. francais p. 43.
II Choisy. .p.16. V Doumergue . 11. p. 230.
VI Ccarp. fief. XX11 p. 70
III Herminjard IV.p. 158
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Herminjard IV. p. 158
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The Catechism now refers to Luther * s doctrine, "That which 
pertains to spiritual things, does not require an enclosed 
presence, either of the body (chair) under the bread, or of the 
blood under the wine, for although (combienque) Christ, having 
ascended into heaven, has departed from the earth on which we are 
still pilgrims, no distance can prevent His virtue (virtus) from 
being communicated to us, Of this truth He has given us a clear 
and certain proof (enseignement) that we may be assured that 
Christ, with His riches, is present to us, not less really than if 
He were actually before our eyes, to be touched with our hands" (1) 
Here we have Calvin *s * dynamical* view again set forth. He is 
still all against a bodily presence. Christ's Virtue 1 is the all 
important thing. This * Virtue* has a further property. "And not 
only does this great 'virtue * assure our spirits of their immortal­ 
ity, it also renders our flesh certain of the same, for it is 
vivified by His immortal flesh and shares in some manner in its 
immortality." This is a thought of Luther which he in later days 
abandoned. It is omitted in the Kurzes Bekenntnis. Calvin here 
propounds it, but like Luther, he provides no explanation. We 
encounter it frequently, however, in his later works. 
In the next paragraph, he speaks of the connection betv/een the 
signs and the things they signify." "Moreover, under bread and 
wine are represented the body and blood, in order that we may learn 
not only that they are ours, but that they are oars for life and 
nourishment. Thus, when we see the bread, sanctified in the body 
of Christ, we must conceive the similitude, that as the bread 
nourishes, sustains, and preserved the life of the body, so the 
body of Christ is the food and protection of our spiritual life. 
When the wine is presented to us as a sign of the blood, we have 
likewise to think that such benefits as it confers on the body, 
we receive spiritually in the blood of Christ." This is the utmost 
meaning that Calvin will grant to the
717 Le Cat. francais. - Hilliet & Dufour page 43 
Corp. Ref. XX11. page 70. f.
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He speaks of them sometimes as Instruments, but to him, the bond 
(lien) between the believer and Christ, was the Holy Spirit. He 
warns against a too exalted view of the signs, but he also guards 
against their degradation and despising. In a final paragraph, 
he speaks of the Supper as an incitement to thanksgiving and 
mutual love and charity. "Now the mystery, while it is a proof 
(enseignement) of the divine largesse, ought to exhort us to be 
grateful for ouch manifest beneficence. We ought to exalt it and 
to celebrate it with thanksgiving. And further, let us be so 
united one to another, as the members of one and the same body are 
bound together. For no goad can be so sharp and pointed to incite 
us to mutual charity as the example of Christ. Christ in giving 
Himeelf to us, exhorts us to give and spend ourselves for others. 
Christ in making Himself common to all, makes us also one in Him. 
"Here Calvin touches on the significance of the Lord's Supper as, 
what Wernle (1) designates a "Gemeinschaftzeichea," a "Community 
token". Seeberg (2), in the latest edition of his work, relates 
this to Luther's earlier teaching. Wernle is of opinion that here 
Calvin approaches nearer to Zwingli than to Lather, in his "Mahnung 
zur Bruderliebe" (Exhortation to Brotherhood). (1).
COHFSIQK OP FAIO!H of
The Catechism had in view the children and the future generations, 
but the Reformers were also concerned with the present generation, 
and they demanded that there should be a careful reorganisation of 
the Church. This was an important and delicate question, as to 
"those who should be received as members, and those who ought to 
be rejected."
The Catechism was thus followed by another document, entitled, 
"Confession of Faith which all citizens and inhabitants of Geneva 
and subjects of the country ought to swear that they will keep 
and hold." (3) It has always been a debated question what part, 
if any, Calvin took in the production of this Confession.
(1) Wernle - page 108.
(2) Seeberg. If. Vol. 2 page 608.
(3) fleyer, Eglise de Geneve. page 253.
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Rllliet (I) is of opinion that Calvin was not its sole author. 
Heyer regards it as a joint production of Calvin and Parel. 
Doumergue has made a critical comparison of the vocabularies of 
Calvin and Farel, and holds that its authorship is still an open 
question. "Adhuc sub judice lis est." (2). Whatever be its 
origin, we have in this document, the formulation of a great 
principle, that the Calvinist Church is founded on the individual 
confession of Faith. Jhis again is related to Calvin's real and 
genuine anxiety to preserve tfee purity of the Lord's Table. w This 
preoccupation tormented us cruelly every time it was necessary to 
dispense the Lord's Supper. All were willing to partake of it, 
although the faith of the greater number was unknown to us, or 
more frequently suspect. In consequence, the unfortunate were fed 
on the anger of God, instead of being nourished on His life. That 
is why we have not found any other means of appeasing our conscience, 
than by demanding that those who wish to be admitted to this sacred 
and spiritual feast, should be enabled by a declaration of faith 
under the banner of Jesus Christ." (3).
On the subj ect of the LordIs Supper , this Confession contains signifr 
icant words which reveal that Calvin was fi^re.a.ciy, .influencing the 
flQC"frr;ine of the Genevan Church.
It shews a distinct advance on the teaching of Zwingli during his 
middle period. "The Supper of the Lord*, says Article 16, (4) 
*I3 a sign by which, under the bread and wine, He represents to us 
the true spiritual communion which we have in His body and blood. 
And we acknowledge that according to His ordinance, it is to be 
distributed in the congregation of believers, in order that those 
who wish to have Jesus for their Life, may be participators of Him 
(afin que tous ceulx qui veullent avoir Jesus pour leur vie, en 
soyent participans)" . (4) .
I. Rilliet, Preface to Cat.eohism.
II. Doumergue. II. p. 239-
III. Rilliet. p. 132. Opera. V.p. 319.
1?. L'Eglise de Geneve. par Heyer. p. 257. Ebrard. 11. p. 425. 
Montet - Dogmatique Chretienne. (1903) p. 69.
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We see that the main tendency is "Zwinglian". Bread and Wine are 
still Signs, and not Signa Exhibitiva, as with Calvin, but Signa 
Representiva, as with Zwingli. They make the truth clear to the 
thoughts. But it shows a Calvinistic influence in this, that the 
truth which the signs represent, and symbolically display, are not 
merely the truth that Christ died for us, but preeminently, that we 
are in real spiritual communion with Him, and have Him for our £jife.
COHPES3IQ FIBEI DE EUCHARISTIA.
The infant church of Geneva (l 1 -eglise toute jeunette & encore 
trop tendre) (l), was very soon embroiled in doctrinal controversies. 
Peter Caroli, the first pastor of Lausanne raised the charge of 
Arianism against Farel and Calvin at a Synod in Lausanne (May 1537) , 
because they avoided In their Confession the metaphysical terms, 
Trinity and Person, and because they refused, at Caroli's dictation, 
to sign the Athanasian Creed with its damnatory clauses. 
A Synod was held in Sept. 15?7 at Bern in connection with this 
charge. This Synod was attended by Bucer, Capito, Yiret, Farel and 
Calvin. Here they presented the Confessio Fidei de Eucharistia, a 
document of great importance for the subject of this thesis. (2). 
This Confession shews a remarkable development on the teaching of 
the former Confession, and reveals that in the space of twelve 
months, Calvin had had a marked influence on Par el in his conception 
of the Lord's Supper.
We shall, now examine this work more closely:. 
It begins with significant words. "The spiritual life which 
Christ bestows upon us, consists not merely in this, that He 
vivifies us by His Spirit, but that by the power of His Spirit 
also, He makes us to partake of His life-giving flesfe (carnis suae 
vivifieae), by which participation, we are fed unto everlasting 
life.*
I. Doumergue. II. p. 251.
II. Hundeshagen. Die Conflicte des Zwinglianismus, Lutherthums , 
and Calvinismus in der Bern, Kirche. p. 79. 
Henry. Appendix. I. and Doumergue. II. p. 267. Ebrard. II. 
p. 426. passim.
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In this introduction, there is no special reference to the Lord's 
Supper, "but to that perpetual, living union of the Christian with 
Christ, which is commonly designated the Mystical Union. H!he 
ISystical Union is referred to f when it is said that "Christ feeds 
us for our everlasting life." Christ feeds our souls to new life, 
as earthly food nourishes the natural body. Calvin thinks of the 
'State of Faith*, as a new life, as the existence of a new creature 
in us. An idea, of which we find traces in ZWINGLI, is here found 
in richly developed form.
In the Institutes, Book III, sections 18 and 19, Calvin has clearly 
stated, that the imputation of the merit of the death of Christ 
does not rest on an abstract juridicial act, but on a real, living 
union with Christ. Christ has won our atonement, and it is im­ 
parted to us, in that He is born again in us, i.e., through the 
presence of a new life in us. But in these words of the Confession, 
the nature of this mystical union is more clearly defined on two 
sides. The Lutheran theologians defined this Mystical union as a 
mere taking part in the Spirit of Christ, or merely in His Divine 
nature. They affirmed a communion with the Humanity, and the glorif 
-ied body of Christ, only during the moment of partaking of the 
Supper. Th:j.s Confession takes a deeper view of the mystical union. 
It is free from that dualism which speaks of a continuous, spirit­ 
ual communion, and a momentary, bodily communion. It gives a 
higher conception both of the general, continuous, mystical union, 
and of the communion with Christ in the act of the Supper. It 
regards it as a communion with Christ, according to His Humanity, 
and it also regards it, not as Outward, but Inward. It thus defines 
that general, mystical union on Two sides. (1). 
On the one side, it consists, not only in this, that He vivifies 
us by His Spirit, but He makes us partakers of His life-giving flesh. 
On the other side, He makes us partakers of His flesh by the power 
of His Spirit. (Son in eo duntaxat sita est. quod spiritu suo nos 
vivificet, sed quod etiam suae vivificae carnis nos facit partlcipes 
..... carnis suae vivifreae spiritus sui virtute nos facit 
participes) . The Holy Spirit alone does not enter into us, while 
1. Ebrard 11. p . 427. passim, and Henry. 1. Appendix.
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Christ remains outside us. Nor does Christ enter into us without
the agency of His Holy Spirit. The union with Christ is a real 
union. He communicates His whole being to us with all His spirit­ 
ual and psychical powers, and penetrates with His sanctifying in­ 
fluences our whole being, spirit, soul and body. But it is an 
inner union. The body of Christ, as physical substance, is not 
bound with the substance of our body, in this way communicating 
Christ's spiritual and psychical power to us. But the Holy Spirit, 
who has made Christ to be born in us, perfects continually this 
further appropriation of Christ, i.e. He brings, - not indirectly 
through the illumination of our thoughts, but directly through His 
divine power, Christ really into us. The act of union of Christ 
with us, is thus not an act of local descent, but an almighty act 
which is outside all categories of space, and can only be grasped 
under the category of Eternity. It is not a question of mechanical 
commingling, but of organic birth and growth. The divine - human
power of Christ enters into the centre of our spiritual and 
psychical life (not into our thoughts, and still less into our 
bodies). In this way we are united with the whole Christ. Calvin 
always thinks of the life, as the true centre of man. So long as 
one does not rise to the idea of this life, as the union of
Spirituality and Corporeality; so long as one regards the true 
essence of Man either spiritually as his thought world, or 
materially, as his body, so long will one fail to understand Calvin,
(1).
Both elements, the Reality and Centrality of the mystical union,
or, as Calvin expresses it, the communion of believers with Christ,
are now thoroughly developed.
"IrThen therefore, we speak of the communion which believers have
with Christ, we mean that they communicate with His flesh and
blood, not less than with His Spirit, so as to possess thus the
whole Christ.*
This is said to be clearly according to Scripture, and it is added,
"Nor is it a small or common thing that the Apostle teaches, when
he asserts, that we are flesh of Christ's flesh and bone of His
bones, but He so designates the admirable mystery of our communion
with His body, which no one may adequately describe in words." (2).
(1) Ebrard, II. p. 428.
(2) Henry, Appendix. I
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This is a clear statement of the reality of the communion of the 
whole man with the whole Christ.
There is no hesitation nor equivocation here. The %stical 
Union receives complete expression.
All this, it is next said, requires no local presence. 
"For the efficacy of His Spirit is not so limited "by any bounds, 
but that He can truly join into one, things that are locally 
disjoined. We aclmowledge accordingly, that His Spirit is the 
Bond of our participation in Him."
That is not to say that the Spirit simply flows here from Christ 
in an outward way, leaving His proper Life behind, but so, "that 
He feeds us truly with the substance of the Lord's flesh and
blood unto imortality, and vivifies us by their participation. 11 (1)^ /
Here we see quite clearly that when Calvin, in the 1st Edit, of 
the Institutes, denied that we receive the substance of the body of 
Christ t he was using the word in the sense of material substance. 
Here he maintains the receiving of the real substance of the body 
of Christ, taking the word Substance in the deeper sense. The real 
sense in which he understood the word has been made clear from what 
he has already said. To him, the substantial essence of the 
Glorified body consists in Power. (Virtus). One also sees, that 
when Calvin names the Holy Ghost as the agent Who effects the union 
between the believer and Christ, he does not mean that the Holy 
Ghost increases our subjective faith, and thereby increases and 
jpirjojnetes our spiritual and._jmpralharmony with Christ. He teaches 
quite plainly that the Holy Ghost, through a wonderful act of His 
everlasting and almighty power, unites-us really vrith the- 
objective Christ, and implants Him as a vital power in us. He says 
that this is a mystery which no human tongue can explain. After 
the Confession has spoken of the continuous union vhich begins 
with the new birth, it next speaks of the connection of the Holy 
Supper to this continuous union.
n This communion of His flesh and blood, Christ offers and 
presents in His Holy Supper un^er the symbols of bread and wine,
«W-MI»<B»W ̂B W»__«k^n^W-~ ——— «•»*•»•••• ——• «*.«• ———— -w -M «,» ,___ «» ̂ ^ ____ ——^ ̂̂ . m^ ——„ ——m ____ ̂ ^ ̂^ ̂ ^ ——^ ̂^^——_ ̂ ^f^^u^ - - , , - - - , __ ____ ____ ^ ̂^ ̂ ^ ——^
(1) Henry - Appendix I.
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to all who rightly celebrate it? Here the objective force of 
the sacrament is recognised in full. The Holy Supper is an act 
in which Christ 'offers and presents' that communion. 
It is thus Ijitly, not merely a Consmemoration of the death of Christ 
for us, nor of the life of Christ in us.
It is 2ndly T not merely a Pledge that Christ has died for us. 
But 3rflly, it is an act in \vhich there is a real Renewing and 
Promoting of that continuous living union. It is a real act on the 
part of Christ. (1)
Along with the outward service, proceeds an inwarJ divine mystery, 
of which the outward is to he regarded as a symbol and pledge. It 
is not the bread that brings Christ or contains Him. It is Christ 
Himself, Who through His Holy Spirit, gives Himself to us. Bread 
and wine are symbols. That is to say, bread and r/ine show that 
Christ is the food of the new man. But in the Holy Supper, they 
are also pledges, for Christ gives Himself under the symbols of 
the bread and wine, (sub panic at vini syiabolis).
The previous assertion of the inwardness of the communion prevents
i / 
us understanding the Sub in the Lutheran sense of a local presence,
and the ' offers and presents 1 makes this also clear.
About the Conditions for the receiving of Christ, the Confession
is silent. The debated point about the partaking of it by 
unbelievers is avoided. A better solution is offered, in that the 
ambiguous f unv;orthy' is replaced by a new expression- * Who cele­ 
brate it in the right way. "
7/hen the Confession uses the words, f To celebrate it in the right 
v'ky 1 , it makes Two statements.
lst y it asserts that the communion does not depend on the strength 
of our subjective faith, but that overjrone, however ! eak "b^ his
faith, partakes of the sacrament, and receives Christ, when he 
communicates according to the instruction and institution of Christ.
j it assort® that frivolous mockers, who do not celebrate the
sacrament in the right way (juxta Icgitimuminstitulum) do not
receive Christ.
33ilS-_Co-iife.aslDn is exceedingly important. It was presented to a Synoc
of the Helvetic Church (Sept. 1537), fully alive on all sides to the 
bearing and force of its sever nl positions, and by no means lisposed 
to fall blindly into Luther's arms. Megander had great influence in 
Bern, and just at this, time
(1)- Ebrard. 11. p. 431.
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no small amount of prejudice v:as roused "by the negotiations 
connected with the '.Yittenberg Concord. Bucor and Capito found 
it necessary to at Lend the Synod in their own defence. The subject 
led to great discussion. Such, however was the prevailing 
tendency, that in the end, the scale turned even in Bern in favour 
of Bucer's view. Megander felt himself defeated. He had written 
a Catechism, in which the Lord's Supper was said to be a roere 
Memorial of Christ's death. This, the ^ynod ordered to be 
changed, and another section, composed by Bucer, was substituted 
for this part. " The Epidemic of Bucerism" it was said by 
Megander and his friends, "spread daily more and more' (1) The 
Oenevan Divines stood openly of course, on the same ground. Bucer 
and Capito subscribed their Eucharistic Confession, and it became, 
in fact, an official act of union between the Strasbourgers and 
the Swiss.
The authorship of this Confession has been a matter of debate, it 
was presented by Farel, Viret, and Calvin. We do not claim that 
Calvin was solely and entirely responsible for its production. 
From our knowledge however of his sub^equ^nt teaching, we can 
confidently assert that it expressed his vie^s. In twelve years, 
(1525-1537), the state of the 2 inglian and the Lutheran parties 
had greatly change^. In 1525, Swingli did not plainly deny the 
Mystical union in the Lord's Supper, He only resisted the outw rd 
communication which Luther maintained. He allowed himself to be 
led into a onesided emphasising of the relation of the Sacrament 
to the death of Christ. In 1325, Luther would not have been 
satis ied v;ith a mere confession of -A Mystic Union. Founding on 
his exegesis, he demanded an acceptance of the local presence of 
Christ in the bread, and of the oral manducation. How at the 
September Synod, (1537), twelve yearc later, the
(I); Hundeshagen. page 91.
KEW STATE OF PARTIBS IH 1537.
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names •Lutheran"1" and 'Zwinglian 1 had quite a different meaning. 
The so called Zwinglianism1 of Megander and hie colleagues denoted 
a denial of the Mystical Union with Christ. It was thus possible 
for Calvin who was a "Zwinglian" in the older sense, to come forward 
as an opponent of the new "Zwinglianism" of Megander. This is very 
important for the proper understanding of Calvin's relation to the 
Zwinglian Doctrine. When we understand the connection of the older 
with the newer "Zwinglianism" , we recognise why Calvin was at that 
time reckoned as an opponent of Zwingli, yet afterwards was held 
by the Reformed Church to be akin to him in doctrine. Calvin was 
akin to Zwingli in" his more positive periods. "The original * Zwing­
lianism' of Zwingli, says Ebrard, "stands in the same relationship
\
to the 'Zwinglianism 1 prepoundeu at the September Synod, as the 
original Jewish Christianity stood to the later Ebionitiem". (1) 
Megander and his associates were like Westphal and his followers in 
later times. Westphal was accused by Calvin of "Lutheran idolatry", 
and Megander and his school worshipped Zwingli in the same blind way, 
and refused to advance beyond what they considered to be his clear 
and definite teaching. But at the September Synod, (1537) the wprd 
"Lutheran", had also a different signification. All who went beyond 
the mere relating of the Sacrament to the death of Christ, and who 
accepted the Mystical Union, were now regarded as Lutheran. Calvin 
was thus reckoned as a Lutheran in Switzerland at this time. Very 
soon he was accepted in Germany also as a Lutheran. (1) Ebrard con­ 
trasts the relative position of the parties in 1525 and 1537 by the 
following table.
The Lord's Supper
related to the Death of- -
Christ
Central Living Union-









1 Ebrard, , 11, 433-
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CALVIN'S EXPULSION PROM GEMEVA.
The Articles, the Catechism, and the Confession of Faith were the 
measures taken by Farel and Calvin to reform the manners and 
morals of the city of Geneva, and to establish a theocracy accord­ 
ing to the teaching of the Old Testament. (!)• The Genevans had 
taken Moses for their guide (2). Prof. Choisy considers that all 
would have been well, had they found a broader basis. They failed 
in that they had regard only to the Old Testament, and paid in­ 
sufficient heed to the new law of love and liberty in Christ . (3). 
According to the same authority, Calvin claimed too great powers 
for the Consistory, and Geneva was not yet ready to accept his lofty 
moral code. (4). The citizens submitted, but only temporally to 
the demands of the Reformers. Many of the most influential people 
had never sworn to the Confession and the impossibility of en­ 
forcing the Law, brought the Church into contempt. It i>d not the 
purpose of this thesis to detail the events which led to the ex­ 
pulsion of the Reformers from Geneva. It is sufficient to relate 
that the sentence of banishment was pronounced on May 26th, 1558.
I. Heyer. p. 4*
II. L*adoption de la Reforme par le peuple de Geneve. p.41 par 
Borgeaud.
III. Lectures (^eneva } July 1925* 
1Y. La Theocratie a Geneve. p. 9-19.
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CHAPTER ELEVEH. Pages 141 to 164 
CALVIN in STRASBOURG . .... .September 1538.
Teaching on the Lord*a Supper.
Calvin's Relation to the Church of the AUGSBURG CONFESSION.
Melanchthon's VARIATA (1540) of the Augsburg Confession.
Calvin's Tract DE COENA.
Evaluation of the Tract.
Second Edition of the Institutes (1539); The French Translation(154l)
and the Second Catechism (1541) .... Their Teaching on the Lord's
Supper. Summing up of Calvin's Strasbourg Teaching on the Lord's
Supper
Parel now returned to his former congregation in Neufchatel, while 
Calvin repaired to Strasbourg in September 1538. He was received 
with open arms by Bucer & Capito, and was appointed Professor of 
Theology at a moderate salary. He gathered ,around him a con­ 
gregation of French exiles and put into practice his cherished 
views on Discipline and Order. He soon felt at home, and was 
regarded as a Lutheran Theologian of the school of Bucer. That 
does not mean he was a supporter of Luther's doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, for Calvin wrote at Strasbourg the Second Edition of the 
Institutes, and the Second Catechism. He was rather a theologies 
and Minister of the Church of the Augsburg Confession. As Delegate 
of the Strasbourg Church, he attended the Conference at Frankfort 
(Feb.1539). the Colloquies at Hagenau and Worms,and the Interim- 
everhandlung at Ratisbon (1).
When Brenz, who wrote the Syngramma, came to Basel, he addressed h£m 
as 'My dearest Calvin'. At Ratisbon, he was designated by Melanch- 
thon as 'The Theologian by Eminence', on account of the subtlety 
of his arguments against transubstantiation. (2).
I. Doumergus. 11.p.536 ff.
II. Henry 1. p.367- Hertmann & Jager. p. 183 Schaff. Swiss Ref.p.380
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Calvin * s delation to the Augsburg Confession. 
It has always been a debated question how Calvin could have 
conscientiously accepted the Augsburg Confession. Hengstenberg has 
said, " No Reformer, if he wished to remain true to the Confession 
of his Church, could sign the Augsburg Confession." (1) But here, 
there is a confusion of terms. In the year 1511, there were no 
Lutheran or Reformed Churches in the later sense. But there was 
a Church of the Augsburg Confession in the Empire, and other 
churches, for example, the "winglian Church in Zurich. It was the 
Westphal Controversy and the Concordia Formula, which led to the 
new designation of $eformed or Calvinist and L theran. In 1541, 
there was no such separation or distinction. Bucer and Capito were 
openly accepted as adherents of the Augsburg Confession, and the 
variation of thtir views from the official documents were well hnown. 
This is explained by the fact that ex-en in the original edition of 
1530, as we have seen, (2) there wac no mention of the point of 
difference between Luther's and the Bucer- ^elanchthon - Calvin 
teaching. The presence in the Supper, but not the presence in the 
bread was taught. It is also quite possible that it " 7as no. the 
original edition of 1530, known as the Invariata. but the new edition 
of 1540, the Variata f ~hieh Calvin subscribed. This Variata contains
certain modifications reflecting Mel?nchthon's change of view. "Con- 
the .-cerning the Lord. ! s Supper, they t>..aeh, that witl/bread and wine,
are truly exhibited the body and blood of Christ to those who eat in 
the Lord's Supper," We find that i- this new form, the clauses on 
the real presence, and the disapproval of dissenting views are 
ommitted, and the word "Exhibeantur" is substituted for "Distrlbuan-
-tur". In other wortfs, the Article is so changed that even Zwingli 
himself could have given it his hearty approval. In 1557, (3). 
Calvin writes to Schooling; "Kor do T repudiate the Augsburj 
Confession, which I willingly subscribed, in the sense in which the 
author himself interpreted itl' "?e_ have already n..'tod Ivlelanchtlion's 
development in view effected_
(I). Schaff's Creeds of Chris tendom. page 241.
(2). Treatise nage 39.(3). Ebraftt II/p. 451 note. Swiss Schaff II. 377. Hote.
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through his intercourse with Oekolampadus. But Calvin too, had con­ 
versations with Melanchthon on the subject of the Supper. He met him 
first at the Frankfort Colloquy (Feb. 1559.) and even before that, he 
had asked him if there was anything in his teaching with which he 
could find fault, but Melanchthon assured him that he was at one 
with hiia. Calvin writes, (I). "I had sent him several propositions, 
from which he might discover if there was any difference between us. 
Ere he answered my enquiries, v/e met each other at Frankfort, and he 
proved to me that his meaning was no other than that which my words 
expressed ^ In a letter to Farel, March 1539, Calvin further writes, 
"Melanchthon assents to our doctrine without exception, but confesses 
that there are those t/ho desire something stronger, - and that he has 
for long been viewed with :uspicion, because, they see that he has 
somewhat wavered in his opinions. He does not believe that an actual 
union can be accomplished, yet he anxiously Desires that the present 
agreement may be retained, So far as he is concerned, do not doubt 
but that he thinks as we do;"(2). £hen we consider all the circuin- 
-stances, we fail to see why it should have been considered as 
inconsistent that Calvin should have put his signature to the Augsburg 
Confession.
In the sew writings which he produced at^ Strasbourg, we find that 
there is little change of view point, and that Melanchthon has had 
no transforming influence up^n him. On the other hand, \*e cannot 
claim that Calvin has had any Influence on Melanchthon, since both 
came independently to the same doctrine, and both rejoiced to find 
the other in himself. The two men had the greatest friendship for 
each other. The words (3), in which Calvin invokes Melanchthon in the 
"De vera participatione Christi", are almost classic." 0 Philip 
Melanchthon, for I appeal to thee who art living in the presence of 
(Jod with Christ, waiting for us there, until we are united with thee 
in beatific rest, Thou hast said a hundred times, -hen, - ear/ with 
labour, and oppressed with sadne:s, thou
1) Henry I p. 155.
2) do. 157.
3) Tracts II. page 496.
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didst lay thy head familiarly upon ay bosom, . 'Would Sod, that I 
could die on this bosom. '"But while Calvin thus preserved the 
closest friendship with Melanchthon, that did not prevent himifrom 
urging him to greater openness and sincerity.
In a letter to Parel (1), he blames Melanchthon for expressing his 
meaning in ambiguous terms, and as a matter of fact, Melanchthon did 
begin to speak more plainly about this time.
Under the very eyes of Luther, the Calvin - Melanchthon teaching 
spread more and more. ?.re cannot say that Luther agreed with it, but 
he certainly did not oppose it openly.
The standpoint of this thesis is r that Calvin was not originally a 
Mediator. He has been designated by Bohatec as the *!Theologian of 
the Diagonal*, but this is not a just description (2). He brought 
his doctrine independently from Prance, when he was neither in 
touch with the Swiss nor German teaching. 
What he has given us in the 1st. Sdit^ of Jbhe Institutes, and in his
early works, was written to make his position clear in regard to 
the Roman Catholic Church, from which he had so recently severed 
himself. Hothing is more unhistorical than to say that his original 
teaching on the Lord's Supper was a synthesis of S iss and German 
elements - an artificial blending of the tenets of the two opposing 
parties. Quite the contrary is true. His exposition of this question 
is independent and original, and it had to justify itself to both the 
opposing camps. It was only when he got to know the situation better, 
and had studied the points of disagreement, that he began to realise 
that there was much of essential truth in the testimonies both of 
Luther and of Z^vingli. It was then, he imposed upon himself the task 
of mediation. Constituted as he was, he could not refuse this high 
vocation. "For ", as Stahelin says, "Whoever is conscious of possessing 
the power and the means of bringing an unhappy quarrel to an end . . . 
ought npt, and cannot refrain from exercising that power and using thaj 
means. *|3). One could not expect any other line of action from a man
like Calvin y wl^o had 'frfaff unity of the church so much at heart.
I. Henry I. p. 37-1 .
II. Bohatec. Calvin-Studien. . .Elberfeld. (1909) p. 392.
III. Stahelin. I. p. 212.
145.
Se Coana Domini.
It was in this spirit that Calvin brought out his De Coena Domini at 
Strasbourg in 1540. He published it "to restore quiet to the numerous 
pious souls, whom the late disputes had so confused, that they knew 
not where to look." It forms an epoch in his life, because he now 
appeared for the first time as a mediator, hoping to restore peace to 
the disturbed communities, and in this way, to lay a foundation for 
the unity of the several parties in the church of the Reformation. 
This • Golden Treatise* (1) is a model of order and arrangement. 
_Calvin deals with the Lord's Supper under FIVE heads. 
1st. For what End, our Lord instituted this Holy Sacrament. 
£&&., What Fruit and Utility we receive from it. 
3rd, What is the Legitimate Use of it.
The Errors and Superstitions with which it has been contaminated, 
, The Source of the Recent Discussions and Disputes on this 
Question. (2).
Right in the beginning, he touches on the pdint in debate between 
Zwingli and Luther.
"God% he says, "having received us in baptism into a spiritual life, 
the food he provides to preserve and strengthen us, must be Spiritual 
also. For we should under stand f that not only has He called us to 
Possess one day His heavenly inheritance, "but by hope, He has already 
in some measure, installed us in possession. Hot only has He promised 
us Isi£e_,but already has regenerated us through the seeds of immortal- 
-ity in His Word". But the Life that has thus "been originated in us, 
must be continually nourished. How can this be effected? Hot by 
perishable food, for what would such food avail the soul? God feeds 
us by a spiritual bread - ais word, through which He hao regenerated 
us. For in this Word is Jesus Christ offered and given for our 
appropriation. Christ is the true Soul-Food. Through none other, 
can our inner man be nourished. To Him alone, we are directed. He 
is the Bread and Water of life. But what now is said of the Word, 
is also true of the Sacrament of the Supper. Christ is here also
I. Beza. Life of Calvin p. 36. II. Tracts II p. 164-
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communicated to us through the Word. He has added the Sacrament 
to the Word, because we are so weak and faint-hearted, that vre 
cannot receive it by faith, however much it is preached to us. God 
the Father has thus condescended to us, and has given us a visible 
sign, by which ne represents the Substance of His promises, (paras, 
3,4,5). The PURPOSES :;.nd ENDS of the frorfl,*.g Supper axe then said 
to be three.
1st, To SIGN and Seal on our consciences the promise contained in the 
Gospel concerning our being made partakers of His body and His blood. 
2nd, To exercise us in recognising His jreat goodness towards us. 
3rd, To exhort us to all Holiness, Unity and Brotherly Charity. 
The S2CQHD Section dealg with the FRUIT anft UTILITY of the Lord's
Here Calvin builds on evangelical foundations. He reminds us of our 
lost condition, and sinful state. "We are all full of sin and 
iniquity. Bone can escape eternal death. If we are not stupefied, 
this horrible thought: unist be a kind of hell to vex and to torment 
us", and all this leads to the perfect Saviour, the Risen and 
Crucified Redeemer, Who communicates Himself to us in the Supper. 
We need the crucified Lord to deliver us from our sins. We need the 
Risen Jesus to free us from the destruction of death, and to make us 
partakers of the heavenly immortality (para. 8;. 
We find here the mediating work of Calvin at its best. 
Here, he combines the great truth in Zwingli's testimony with the out- 
-standing thoujht of Luther. Zwingli had always related the Supper 
to the death of Christ, and His historic work. Luther had ar ays 
emphasised the real communion with the person of Christ. 
Calvin now combines these elements organically. He proceeds from the 
Johannine truth, that the merit of the work of Christ can only be
appropiated through a real personal union with Him. 
"This is the singular consolation we receive in the Supper, that it 
leads us to the cross of Christ, and to His resurrection, to certify 
us that whatever iniquity there may be in us, the Lord nevertheless
recognises and accepts us as righteous. But as the blessings of
be . 
Christ do not belong to us at all, unless He/ previously ours, it is
necessary first of all, that He be given to us in the Supper'*
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(paras. 9-11).
He therefore calls Christ the Substance of the sacrament. 
The graces and blessings attained through Him, he calls the Efficacy 
of the sacrament.
On the other hand, the Substance and the Efficacy are in no way to be 
disjoined. Hence he concludes that TWO things are presented to us in 
the Supper.
istlv, Jesus Christ, as the Source and Substance of all good. 
2nrlly f The Fruit and the Efficacy of His Death and Passion. 
Here we find Calvin, for the first time, building his teaching on an 
Exegetical basis, on the wor^s of the institution of the Supper. 
*For after commanding us to eat His body, and drink His blood, He adds 
that His body was delivered for us, and His blood was shed for the 
remission of sins. Hereby, He intimates,
First T that we ought not simply to communicate in His body and blood 
as an empty form, but in order to receive the Fruit derived to us 
from His death and passion.
Second, that we can attain the enjoyment of such Fruit only by 
participating in His body and blood, from which it is derived 
He means to say that in the Supper, it -is not a -mestion of a formal, 
external union with Christ's body, as an end in itself. 
The communion with Christ has as its end and purpose, the approp­ 
riation of the merits of Christ. He infers from the words of 
institution that we have to do with the body of Jesus broken and 
given for us.
In this way, he founds on Zwingli's Exegesis*
And now again, as in the Institutes, of 1536. it is the SOUL, not the 
mind or understanding, which receives Christ.
" As our life is in Christ, so are our Souls nourished with food 
convenient for them", (para 13). 
" We all then confess with one mouth, that on receiving the sacrament
in faith, according to the ordinance of the Lord, we are truly made
and blooxi , s partakers of the substance of the body/of Jesus Christ. " (para 60).
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That now leads Calvin to the question, 1* so much debated both 
anciently, and at the present time, How are we to understand 
the words in which the bread is called the body of Christ, and 
the Wine His Blood? n "That may be disposed of without difficulty' 
he answers, "if we carefully observe the principle which I lately 
laid down, viz., that all the benefit which we should seek in 
the Supper is annihilated if Jesus Christ be not there given to 
us as the substance and foundation of all." (para 12.)
In no case are we to deny that a true communication of 
Jesus Christ is presented to us in the Supper, for that would be 
to render the sacrament 'frivolous and useless* , an Execrable 
blasphemy unfit to be listened to. f
"And moreover, if the reason for communicating with Jesus Christ 
is to have part and portion in all the graces which He purchased 
for us by His death, the thing requisite must be, not only to 
participate in His Spirit, but also to be partakers in His 
Humanity, in which He rendered all obedience to His father, in 
order to satisfy our debts, although, properly speaking, the one 
cannot be separated from the other, for when He gives Himself to 
us, it is in order that we may possess Him entirely. Hence, as 
it is said that His Spirit is our Life, so He himself, with His 
own lips, declares that His flesh is meat indeed, and His blood 
is drink indeed (John VI. 55)
If these words <<re not to go for nothing, it follows that, in 
order to have our life in Christ, our souls must feed on His 
Body and Blood as their proper food. This, then, is expressly 
attested in the Supper, when of the bread, it ie said to us that 
we are to take it and eat it, and that it is His Body; and of 
the cup, that we are to drink it, and that it is His blood. 
This is expressly spoken of the body and blood in order that we 
may learn to seek there the substance of our spiritual life." 
(para 13.)
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If now, the further question be asked, How are flesh and Blood 
related to the bread, and wine? Calvin answers. 
"Bread and wine are the visible signs which represent to us the 
body and blood." (m para. 14)
They are called body and blood, because they are, as it were 
Instruments, by which the Lord distributes them to us. They are 
signs, but not Doctrinal signs, not merely Symbols for the 
thinking mind, but Signs, which assure us of the accompanying 
presence of the things they represent. They are signs of the 
presence, as the Dove was a sign, that the Holy Ghost descended 
upon Jesus.
"We have a very fair parallel in an analogous case. When the 
Lord was pleased to manifest His Spirit at Christ's Baptism, 
He represented it under the figure of a Dove. John the Baptist, 
narrating the event, says that he saw the Holy Ghost descending. 
If we look at it clearly, we will perceive that he saw nothing 
but the Dove, for the essence of the Holy Spirit is invisible. 
As he knew, however, that the vision was no vain show, but the 
most sure sign of the presence of the Holy Spirit, he hesitates 
not to say that he saw it (John, 1, 32) because it was represente 
to him, according to his capacity.
Thus it is with the communion which we have in the body and 
blood of the Lord Jesus. It is a spiritual mystery which can 
neither be seen by the eye nor comprehended by the understanding 
It is therefore, figured to us by visible signs, according as 
our weakness requires, in such manner, nevertheless, that it is 
not a bare figure, but is combined with the reality and substance 
It is with good reason that the bread is called body, since it 
not only REPRESENTS, but also PRESENTS it to us." (paras. 14 & 1 
As a brief definition of the UTILITY of the Supper, Calvin
gives us, "Jesus Christ is there offered to us that we may
of grace 
possess Him, and in Him, all the fullness/ which we can desire,
and that herein, we have a good aid to confirm our consciences 
in the faith which we ought to have in Him." (para. 17)
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That is all that Calvin considers it judicious to say at this 
point regarding the question. He enters into less summary 
explanations in his Institutes, and Polemical Treatises. 
At the close of the 2nd section y he touches upon two further 
benefits of the Supper, in that it incites us to Gratitude and 
Praise for all that we have received in Christ. A third or 
practical benefit is also this, that it is a most powerful incent­ 
ive to Holy Living, and to charity and brotherly love. "For 
seeing that we have been made members of Jesus Christ, it is most 
reasonable that we should have become conformable to Him in purity 
and innocence, and especially that we should cultivate charity 
and concord together as becomes members of the same body. And inas­ 
much as the virtue of the Holy Spirit is conjoined with the 
Sacraments when we duly receive it, we have reason to hope that 
they will prove a good means and aid to make us advance and grow 
in Holiness of life, and especially in charity.* (paras 18 & 19) 
This leads naturally to the 3rd point proposed at the beginning 
of the Tract, viz., the legitimate use of the Lord's Suooer. 
This consists in reverently observing our Lord's Institution. In 
order that we may receive it worthily we must approach it 
worthily. In order to take the Pure into ourselves we must have 
purified ourselves. But as there is no one of us perfectly pure, 
but many weak in faith, and defective in life God comes to our 
help in the Holy Sacrament. A penitent and trustful disposition 
is necessary on our part, in order that we may receive the 
Sacrament with blessing. "Nay, if we were not weak, subject to 
distrust and an imperfect life, the Sacrament would be of no use 
to us, it would have been superfluous to institute it. Seeing,
then, it is a remedy which God has given ts to help our weakness, 
to strengthen our faith, the use becomes the more necessary the 
more we feel pressed by the disease. For if we allege as an excuse 
for not coming to the Sacrament that
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We are still weak in faith or integrity of life, it is as if a 
man were to excuse himself from taking medicine because he was 
sick."
As to the times of using the Supper, Calvin now adverts to the 
propriety of Frequent Communion. He, however, lays down no fixed 
rule here. He would not constrain all Christians to use a 
specified day* If we duly consider the End which our Lord has in 
view, we shall perceive that the Use should be more frequent than 
many make it. For the more infirmity presses, the more necessary 
it is frequently to have recourse to what may, and will, serve to 
confirm our fait£ and advance us in purity of life. In every 
well ordered church, the Supper should be celebrated frequently, 
so far as the capacity of the people will admit and each individual 
in his own place should prepare himself to receive it whenever it 
is administered in the holy assembly, provided there is not some 
great impediment which constrains him to abstain. ( 20 to 29 ) 
Calvin considers that a great part of the excuses which people 
make for abstaining are groundless and frivolous. 
* Some say that they are unworthy to appear at the Lord*s Table, 
but thereby they acknowledge it is presumption for unworthy 
Christians to invoke God in prayer." They should rather try to 
remove the hindrances which the devil throws in their way. (30) 
Others pretend that they cannot communicate with unprepared 
persons, but St. Paul does not command us to examine others, 
but each to examine himself. It is not the office of each 
individual to judge and discern, to admit or to debar whom he 
pleases. This prerogative belongs to all the church in general 
or rather to the pastor, with the elders. (31)
Others think that it is superflous to use the sacrament frequently, 
because if we have once received Jesus Christ, there is no 
occasion to return so often to receive Him.
This excuse has no semblance of plausibility. The spiritual 




had some taste of the sweetness, we may long for/more and use it,
when it is offered to us. So long as we remain in this mortal 
life, Jesus Christ is never communicated to us in such a way as to 
satiate o$r souls, but wills to be our constant nourishment.(32) 
Section IV. Is concerned with a reference to Popish doctrine and 
errors, but as we shall be dealing with Calvin's attitude to Rome 
in the Institutes of 1559, we proceed to the concluding paragraphs 
of the tract which deal with the Recent Disputes on the Supper. 
Here Calvin reveals a real desire for adjustment and settlement of 
the "devil inspired contentions" (55). He shows in what respect 
both sides have failed and on what points they must come nearer to 
each other. It is as Stahelin (1) says, "A rare model of a mild 
and critical review of this flaming quarrel".
First, I beseech all believers in the name of God not to be too 
much scandalised at the great differences which have arisen amongst 
those who ought to be kind of leaders in bringing fcack the Light 
of Truth. For it is indeed no new thing for the Lord to leave 
His servants in some degree of ignorance and suffer them to have 
debate among themselves - not to leave them for ever, but to humble 
them". (54)
"When Luther began to teach lie took a view of the Subject which 
seemed to imply, that in regard to the Corporal presence in the 
Supper, he was willing to leave the generally accepted opinion 
untouched; for while condemning Transubstantiation, he said that 
the Bread was the Body of Christ, inasmuch as it was united with 
Him. Besides,he added similitudes which were somewhat harsh and 
rude; but he was in a manner compelled to do so, as he could not 
otherwise explain his meaning. For it is difficult to give an 
explanation of so high a matter without using some impropriety of 
language"(55). "On the other hand arose Zwingli and Oekolampadius, 
who, considering the abuse and deceit which the devil had employed 
in establishing such a carnal presence of Christ, as had been 
taught and held for more than 600 years, thought it unlawful to 
disguise their sentiments. 
(1) Stahelin I p. 216
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since that view implied an execrable idolatry, in that Jesus 
Christ wafe worshipped as enclosed in the bread. How as it was 
very difficult to remove this opinion, which had been so long 
rooted in the hearts of men, they applied all their talents to 
bring it into discredit, showing how gross an error it was, not 
to recognise what is so clearly declared in Scripture regarding 
the Ascension of Jesus Christ, that He had been received in His 
Humanity into Heaven and will remain there until He deseend to 
earth to judge the world, Meanwhile, while engrossed with this 
point, they forgot to show what presence of Christ ought to be 
believed in the Supper (56) Luther thought that they meant to 
leave nothing but the bare signs without their spiritual substance 
Accordingly he began to resist them to the face, and call them 
heretics. After the contention was once begun it got more 
inflamed with time and has thus continued for the space of 15 
years or so, without the parties ever listening to each other in 
a peaceful temper." (57) "We thus see wherein Luther failed on 
his side, and Zwingli and Oekolampadius on theirs. It was 
Luther's duty to have given notice that it was not his intention 
to establish such a local presence as the Papists dream. He 
should have abstained from these similitudes so harsh and 
difficult to conceive. On the contrary, with his accustomed 
violence, he used hyperbolical forms of speech. The other party 
also offended in that they laboured rather to pull down what was 
evil, than to build up what was good, for though they did not 
deny the truth, they did not teach it as clearly as they ought to 
have done. I maintain that in their too great anxiety to hold 
that the bread and wine were called the body and blood of Christ, 
because they are signs of them, they did not attend to add, that 
though they are signs, the Reality is conjoined with them, and 
thus protest, that they had no intention whatever to obscure the 
true communion which the Lord gives us in His Body and Blood by 
this Sacrament." (58) And Calvin concludes,
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EVALUATIOH OP THE TRACT TE COEflA:
"Let us not lose sight of our duty, which is, not to forget the 
gifts that the Lord bestowe^ on us, and the blessings which he 
has distributed to us by their hands anc means. For if we are 
not forgetful and ungrateful of what we owe to them, we shall be abl< 
to pardon that an. much more, without blaming them. In short, we 
ought always to ju^ge and speak of them with modesty and even with 
reverence (59). And further, we all then confess with one mouth 
that in receiving the Sacrament in faith, according to the ordin­ 
ance of the Lor , we are truly mace partakers of the proper sub­ 
stance of the bo y an^ blood of Jesus Christ. How that is done, 
some may deduce better, and explain more clearly than others. Be 
this as it may, on the one han^, in orner to exclude all carnal 
fancies, we must raise our hearts upwards to Heaven, not thinking 
that our Lord Jesus is so debase as to be enclosed un:-er some 
corruptible elements. On the other hand, not to impair the 
efficacy of this Holy Ordinance, we must hold that it is made 
effectual by the secret an^ miraculous power of Go/A, an4i that the 
spirit of Gon is the bon of participation, this being the reason 
why it is called spiritual.
Meanwhile it shouH satisfy us that there is fraternity and com­ 
munion among the churches, an^ that all agree in so far as it is 
necessary for the meeting together according to the commandment of 
Goc. (60) "If Protestantism had had the irenl£al sentiments of 
Calvin, 11 says Toumergue. (1) "Rome wouli have perished. It is 
more than certain that Calvin would not have spoken thtts, if Z vingli 
and Oekolampadius ha^ held the opinions which are usually ascribed 
to them, if they had denied the Real and Spiritual Presence in the 
sense that Calvin understood it". Henry (2) remarks how Bessuet 
(3) gives great attention to this little Tract of Calvin, and with 
what skill he iraws from the author's statement the opposite infer­ 
ence to that intended, that is, that Christ is actually present in 
the Sacrament, an^ that the unworthy are partakers of His bO''y and
7l™oumerglle""vol7v7"'p7355. (2*) Henry 1. 177
(3) Bossuet. Hist res Variations, Paris LIV, IX p.25 Edition
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and Blood. Luther's attitude to the same work was
 entirely 
favourable. We have proof of this in Pezel's Erza
hlung vonu 
Sakromentetreit.U) « The Book of Calvin translated
 into Latin by 
lee Gallars had been printer} in 1545, and brought t
o Wittenberg. 
On 13th April, r-r. Luther, having finished his lect
ure, betook him­ 
self to the book-shop of Moritz Goltsch, who showed 
him Calvin's 
little book on the Lord's Supper. Dr. Luther, sea
ting himself, 
read the book with particular interest and at last 
said, "Certainly 
a learned and pious man.' I could hay^t rusted the wh
ole matter of 
this debate to him. For my part, I consider that 
if the opposite 
party har not ma-ie so much of it, we coulr: have come
 to an agree­ 
ment. If Zwingli an3 Oekolampaiius had expressed 
themselves thus 
at the beginning, we should not have had so long dis
pute". 
Hospinian in his Historiae Sacramentariae (1598) (2) 
relates the 
same anecdote. Henry (3) regards it as "having all t
he external 
and internal signs of truth". Koestlin says that i
t is credible 
(4), and Louinergue reproduces it as well as Bbrard (
5). The Ie 
Coena was an irenical work, which did not profess to
 go deeply into 
any question, but rather to examine if no common for
mula could be 
found in which Luther an Zwingli coulo unite.
The SECOND EIITIQH of the INSTITUTES was published a
t 
Strasbourg in 1539. This Edition professes to furni
sh an intro­ 
duction to the Bible ana a Summary of what it is nec
essary to know 
concerning salvation. Calvin apologises for the 3ela
y in the appear­ 
ance of this book. "luring the last two years", he
 says, "God 
has been exercising me in a strange manner*1 . We ha
ve already 
spoken of these years. In them, as Toumergue remar
ks, "Calvin 
has refreshed his knowledge and experience"(6). In 
the new 
Edition, many additional topics are touchel upon, a
n -3 the simplicity 
and clarity of the earlier work is lost. This 'ef
ect however, 
is remedied in the French translation which was ma^
e in 1541. 
Here the material is arranged much more articulatel
y and orderly.
I. Pezel. Real-Encyclop. 2n* E/Ut. p.!37.f.
II. Hospinian. Hist. Sacr. p. 329.
III. Henry 11. p. 302.
IV. Koestlin 11. p.572.
V. Ebrard 11. p. 475.
¥1. Boumergue IV. p.4.
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ghis French translation of 1541 appeared in the same year as the 
Second Catechism. In teaching, they are practically identical,and 
it would be tedious to treat each separately, especially, as we shal 
be giving a detailed exposition of the last Edition of the Instit^ 
utes (1559). In both, the place and work of the Holy Spirit in the 
Sacrament, is exhaustively described. In the opinion of Wernle(l), 
this aspect had received insufficient attention in the Edition of 
1536.
In the section, De SacramentiB in the Catechism, the operation of 
*he Holy Spirit in its relation to the operation of the sacraments 
is admirably defined. All dualism is excluded.
We begin our discussion with QUESTION 3. "Seeing it is the proper
upon 
office of the Holy Spirit to seal the promises of Go^our minds,
how do you attribute this to the sacraments?"
ANSWER, * There is a wide difference between Him and them. To move 
and affect the heart; to enlighten the mind; to render the con­ 
science sure and tranquil, truly belongs to the Spirit alone; so 
that it ought to be regarded as wholly His work, and to be as- 
scribed to Him alone, that no other may have the praise. But this 
does not at all prevent God from employing the sacraments as Second­ 
ary instruments and applying them to what use He deems proper with­ 
out derogating in any respect from the agency of the Spirit. Prom 
this, it follows that the power and efficacy of the sacrament is 
not contained in the outward element, but flows entirely from the 
Son of God" (2)
According to Calvin, the truth is not, that in general cases, the 
Holy Spirit unites us to Christ, in that He brings Christ into our 
thoughts, and that in exceptional cases, Christ gives His body and 
blood orally without the intervention of the Holy Spirit, by means 
of bread and wine. Bread and wine are not used as Substitution- 
ary organs which can effect a more real communion than the Holy 
Spirit. That is not Calvin's view. This is rather what he means. 
There is only One Mediator between us and Christ, only One, Who 
can effect the creation of the new man in us, and that is God the
Holy_Spirit_.__A creature is not able to transform us into.
I. vernle. p. 113.
II. Tracts. 11. p. 84.
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new creatures. The Holy Spirit effects that Christ is really born
in us. He effects that central, continuous living union with 
Christ, which begins at the new birth and continues through our 
Christian course. Outside this, there is no Second. Also in the 
sacraments, there is only one. But there is a twofold kind of 
Secondary Organs, which the Holy Spirit uses, in order to effect that 
living union between the believer and Christ. 
There are the Spiritual Organs of Preaching and the Word. 
"If we were wholly spiritual, we might, like the angels, spiritually 
behold Him and His grace, but as we are surrounded with this body of 
clay and subject to all the weaknesses of mortal flesh", the Holy 
Spirit makes use of the Material organs of the sacraments t for the 
inducing and strengthening of this mystical union. And yet, the 
activity of the Spirit is not so related to the working of these 
Secondary organs, that it is suspended or that both activities 
are merged into one. The material organs (the signs in the sacra­ 
ment) are pledges and seals of a simultaneous, dynamic activity of 
the Holy Spirit in the soul.
It is not the bread which brings Christ. It is not upon the bread 
that we must gaze, as if that 'dead creature 1 had the immanent power 
to bring us Christ. Christ gives Himself to us through His Holy 
Spirit, and the bread is a pledge and seal which raises the certain­ 
ty of this mystical union far above all the vacillations of our 
subjective faith. 
Ebrard supplies a table which makes the above exposition clear and
plain.
The Truth is not that Christ
Communicates Himself outside the 
Sacrament through the Holy Spirit 
to our thoughts.
Communicates Himself in the Sacra­ 
ment through outward signs to our 
body.
But Christ 
iunicates Himself to us Mystically through the Holy Spirit.
In the Sacraments, so that we ob­ 
tain objective certainty of His 
objective communications through 
visible signs, with whose recep­ 
tion, the mystical communication 
of Christ is bound.
Outside the sacraments,so that 
the subjective perception of His 
objective communication over­ 
comes many vacillations.
Tracts II. p. 84 ........ Ebrard II p. 456.
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French Edition of the Jtostitutes, (1541}, we have similar
teaching. The Holy Spirit is there described as the bond of 
connection (lyen de cette union) between the believer and Christ's 
body which is at the right hand of God. The Spirit unites us to 
Him and is a kind of channel by which everything that Christ has 
and is, is derived to us.
"For if we see that the sun is shining, and sending forth its rays 
upon the earth to generate, cherish and invigorate its offspring, 
in a manner transfuses its substance into us and it, why should the 
radiance of the Spirit be lers in conveying to us the communion 
of His Flesh and Blood? Wherefore the Scripture, when it speaks 
of our participation with Christ, refers its whole efficacy to the 
Spirit .
Paul, in Ronrns. VIIl,9bo 11, shows that the only way in which Christ 
dwells in us, is by his Spirit. By this however, he does not take 
away that communion of flesh and blood of which, we now speak, but 
shows that it is owing to the Spirit, that we possess Christ wholly" 
This is but an echo of the Catechism. It is the fioly Spirit that 
is the one bond of union. There is no need to bring the body of 
Christ from heaven, and to confine it in the bread. 
"I mean that we are not to cleave to the visible signs ao as to 
seek salvation from them, or to imagine that the power of conferring 
grace is either fixed, or included in them, but rather that the sign 
is to be used as a help, by which, when seeking salvation and com­ 
plete felicity we are pointed directly to Christ.* (2)
I. Institutes of 1541. p. 637.
II. Catechism of 1541- Tracts 11. p.85.
we now consider the section of the Catechism which deals 
particularly with the Lord's Supper, we find this definition of its 
meaning.
"It was in,A&tuted by Christ, in•order that by the communication of 
His Body and blood, He might teach and assure us that our souls are 
being trained ^educari) in the hope of eternal life." (I). 
This answer clearly teaches that the communion is an inward, mystical 
communion. It is a matter for our souls (aniraas). The Supper gives 
a symbolical display (doceret), and seals to us its certainty (certum 
redderet).
In the following question, it is more exactly shewn that Christ is the 
living bread and food of the Inner man. "Why is the body of our Lord 
figured by bread and His blood by wine?". "We are hence taught that 
such virtue as bread has in nourishing our bodies, the same has the i
body of our Lord spiritually to nourish our souls". ! 
And the merit of Christ^s death can be appropriated to us only 
through this living union.
p?or, as our whole reliance (fiducia) for salvation depends on Him, 
in order that the obedience which He yielded to the Father, may be 
imputed to us, just as if it vere ours, it is necessary that He be 
possessed by us; for the only "ay in which He communicates His bless-
-ings to us, is by making Himself ours. fi
" But did He not give Himself to us, when He exposed Himself to 
death, that He might redeem uo from the sentence of death, and recon­ 
cile us to God? That is indeed true but it is not enough for us, 
unless we now receive Him, that thus the efficacy and fruit of His 
death may reach us."
1!hi8 living union doeb not consist in subjective faith, but in that 
Christ really lives in us.
"But does not the manner of receiving consist in faith? I admit it 
does, but I at the Game time add, that this is done, v/hen we not only 
believe that He died for us in orcier <:':• Tr^c. us from death, and as
raised up, that He might purchase life for us, but recognise that He 
dwells in us, and that we are united to Him by a union the ::ame in 
kind as that which unites the members to the Head, that by virtue 
of this union, we may become partakers of all Kis blessingo."
*• Tracts Up, 89, passim.
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This living union, according to I Cors, I 1-6; Bphes, 5, and 20; 
John, 6, 51 , docs not pertain merely in the moment of communicating 
in the Supper, but always. In the Supper, however, it is confirmed 
and increased ( confirm atur et augetur) , for, "although Christ is 
exhibited to ud in baptism and in the gospel, ^e do not however 
receive Him entire, but in part only" (I).
How there is precisely taught the Synchronism of the act of increased 
communion with Christ, with the act of reception of the signs. 
"What then have we in the Symbol of Bread? As the Body of Christ was 
once sacrificed for us to reconcile us to God, so now also is it 
given to us, that v;e may certainly know that reconciliation belongs 
to us. "
"Twhat in the Symbol of the ? ,ine? That as Christ once shed His blood 
for the satisfaction of our sins, and as the price of our redemption, 
so He now also gives it to us to drink, that we may feel the benefit 
which should thence accrue to us. n
After refuting the teaching that the Mass is a sacrifice, it is shewn 
that Christ gives Himself under two signs - the bread and the wine. 
"Therein the Lord consulted our weakness, teaching us in a more 
familiar manner that Me is not only food to our souls, but drink also, 
so that we are not to seek any part of spiritual life anywhere else 
than in Him alone."
The Catechism strongly disapproves the Denial of the cup to the laity , 
and then proceeds to discuss whether in the Supper, only a figure of 
the benefits is presented.*1 Have we in the Supper only a figure of 
the benefits mentioned, or are they there exhibited to us in reality? 
The answer is. " Seeing that our Lord Jesus Christ is truth itself, 
there cannot be a doubt that He at the same time fulfils the promise 
which He there gives us, and adds the reality to the figures, where- 
-fore I doubt not that as He testifies by words and signs, so He also 
makes us partakers of His substance, that thus we may have our life
in
Calvin always uses the word Substance, not in a material sense, but
in the sense of Tirtus or Kraft. (2).
I Tracts. II p. 90 passim.
II See Institutes of 153G. Treatise, p, 121.
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He now repeats the statements with which we are already familiar. 
isi^., It is not the bread that brings Christ to us, but the Holy
Spirit.
and seal 
The bread is but a sign/of a simultaneous activity* "Actus in
actu", Ebrard (I), designates it, "non extensum in extenso",
2n<V., The manner of Christ's communication is supra spatial,and thus
His ascension and the circumspection of His body does not hinder in
any way the reality of the mystical union. Both these statements
are enshrined in the following question and answer. "But how can
this be, when the body of Christ is in Heaven, and we are still
pilgrims on the earth? "This He accomplishes by the secret and
miraculous agency of His Spirit, to whom it is not difficult to
unite things otherwise disjoined by a distant space."
The following question denies the local inclusion of the body.
It is then again repeated that there are two things in the Supper,
viz.a Heavenly and invisible thing, and an earthly and visible thing,
and that Christ feeds us for the Resurrection of the body. "The
Resurrection is a} so there confirmed, to us by a kind of pledge,
since the body also shares In the symbol of life. 11
Finally T the legitimate use of the Sacrament is thus clearly defined,
in that we must be true members of Christ, but that our communion
does not depend upon the higher or lower degree of our faith. "What
is the right and legitimate use of the Sacrament?
That which Paul points out, "Let a man examine himself before He
approach it." (ICor. XI. 28). a).
Into what is he to inquire in this examination? "Whether he be a
true member of Christ.
Sy what evidence may he come to know this? If he is endued with
faith and repentance, love for his neighbour, if he has his mind
pure from all hatred and malice.
Bo you require that a man's faith
(I) Ebrard II p. 459.
Tracts II p. 90. passim.
1G2 
up of Calvin *s Strasbourg reaching on the Lord's 3upper.
and charity should both be perfect? Both should be entirely free 
from all hypocrisy, but it were vain to demand an absolute perfec­ 
tion to which nothing should be wanting, seeing that none such 
will ever be foun" 1,. nan. Then the imperfection under which we 
still labour, does not forbid our approach? On the contrary, were 
we perfect, the Supper would no longer be of any use to us. It 
should be a help to aid our weakness, and a support to our imperfec­ 
tion". We can compare this with Luther's lines;
" 1st dir's wo&l, so bleib davon
Bass du nicht Kriegest bosen Lohn*. V I).
As regards the question whether Christ is present in the Supper to 
Unbelievers, or as Calvin designates then* "Godless", the answer is 
given that Christ is present in the action of fche Supper to all, 
but that He is repelled by such as are ungodly. "But what confid- 
-ence can there be in the Sacraments as a means of ostabl Ashing the 
conscience, and what certain security can be had from things which 
the Good and Bad use indiscriminately? Although the kicked, no to 
speak, annihilate the gifts of God, offered in the Sacraments, as 
far as regards themselves, they do not thereby deprive the 
Sacraments of their nature and virtue", (2).
The teaching of the Three Strasbourg Writings, 3e Coena Domini, 1540,
(15 41 -Si) 
2nd. Institutes (1539) and the 2nd. Catechism (1541), are only a
logical development, and a detailed exposition of the view presented 
at the Sep. Synod at Bern. (1537). That developed view may be 
summed up in a series of propositions.
1st P., The Christian life is represented as consisting always in the 
form of a mystical union with Christ, accomplished by the Spirit 
through the soul or central principle of our twofold life, but 
extending from this into the whole man.
(I)- Ebrard II. 460. 
V2). Tracts. II 85.
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the Lord's Supper, this coram- nication, alvayc only partial 
in our present state, is confirmed and increased. 
3rfl r > ^he bread and wine are symbols with no power apart from the 
action of the Spirit, but along with them is offered really and 
truly the lifegivlng virtue of Christ^s flesh and blood. 
4th., They are not merely significative but also cxhibitive signs, 
making us partakers of the substance of Christ's life. 
5th. T By Substance is meant, not matter in any sense, but the 
virtue and active energy of which Christ's glorified Body consists. 
6th. f All is a mystery transcending the categories of space and time. 
?th. t The wonderful and hidden power of Christ s Spirit binds 
together things which are otherwise locally far apart* 
8th., The believer must look not to the 'oread and wine as such, but 
to Christ in Heaven (not however in the sense of reaching Him only 
by subjective thought and feeling, and still less in the sense of a 
real local ascent of the s >ul to His presence j, in such a way as to 
e.xpect from Him superlocally, and not from the local signs in any 
material mode, the objective grace of the Holy oacrament. 
9th t T This objective grace is a rue participation in the very sub- 
-stance of Christ, effected through the wonderful power of the 
Holy Ghost.
These propositions (I) define Calvin's teaching in the years 1539- 
1541, and they are only the organic development of hie testimony 
during the years 1537-1539. Calvin was not a Jwinglian (in the 
narrow sense j, who in Germany preten'ed to be a Lutheran. He was 
still less a Lutheran, who afv,;r his return to Switzerland, fell 
away from Lutheranisra, and accepted a fui^ned ^winglianism. He was 
neither a "winglian nor a Lutheran, but always, and in all periods of 
his life, he preached the same doctrine of the Lord's Supper, and at 
all times with great openness. He
fiercersburg Review, page, 56.
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i'rom Zwingli ifl hifl middle period, In that he explained
that in the Holy Supper there is a r al communication of Christ's 
vivific pov/er to believers - a real communion with Christ. K£ 
differed from Luther in that he maintained with equal emphasis the 
Centrality, Illocality, and Continuity of the rustical union, and 
that it was effected by the Holy Spirit. He differed from him also 
in that he regarded Bread and Wine as Pledges of an accompanying 
strengthening of the Mystical Union wit: Christ already existing. 
This was the teaching on the Lord's Supper which Calvin expressed 
openly in Germany, where he was reckoned as a Lutheran Theologian, 
and as a minister of the Church of the Augsburg Confession. He did 
not borrow this teaching from Bucer and Melanchthon. He brought it 
with him into Germany, But Melanchthon s^on found himself in almost 
complete agreement ^ith him. (I).
(I;. Ebrard II. p. 463.
165.
CHAPTER TWELVE - ££££§. 165 $& 121.
Calvin's Seoond Sojourn in Geneva .... The CONSENSUS TIGURIKUfr, 
Letter to Sadolet.
Events leading up to Calvin's Recall to Geneva. 
Return to geneva ... 12th. Sept. 1541.
Qrdonnances iicolesiastiques on the Lord's Supper (1541). 
Negotiations leading up to the COIJ3E58US TIGURIHUS. 
Letter of Calvin to Bullinger on the Lord's Supper. 
Bullinger's Reply to Calvin. 
The Twenty Articles of Bern. 
The 2;-> Articles of the Consensus Tirmrinus.-,ji
The mingling of Predestinarian teaching in the Consensus Tigurinus. 
Attitude of other Churches to the Consensus Tigurinus.
Calvin spent three happy years in Strasbo rg, but he did not 
forget Geneva. He proved his interest in her "-elfare in many ways, 
He rendered a most conspicuous service to her by his Letter to 
Sadolet (Sept. 1539).
"An evil of a dangerous kind arose in the year l r,39, and was at 
once e tinguished by the diligence of Calvin", says Bessa, (l) 
" The Bishop of Carpcntras at that time was James Sadolet, a man 
of ipreat eloquence, which he perverted in suppressing the truth of 
light. Observing his opportunity in the circumstances which had 
occurred in Geneva, and thinking that he would ensnare the flock, 
when deprived of its distinguished pastors, he sent a letter to 
the people of Geneva, omitting nothing which might tend to bring 
them back into the lap of Rome. There was nobody at that time in 
Geneva capable of writing an answer, but Calvin, having read it 
in Strasbourg, forgot all his injuries, and
I. Beza. Idfe of Calvin, p. 67.
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forthwith answered it with so much truth and eloquence, that Sadolet
immediately gave up the whole affair as desperate". (I). This is 
Beza's account of the important and interesting con rover sy which 
occurred in the German period of Calvin's life, and left a permanent 
impression on history. This Answer to Sadolet (2). was one of the 
means of saving Geneva from Popery, and led in'ircr^rly to his return 
to the city. .But there were other reasons which demanded his recall. 
Internal disturbances followed his expulsion, and brought the little 
Republic to the brink of ruin. Calvin had predicted a short regime 
to his enemies, and he wa:: right, for in less than a year, they were 
demoralised and split up into factions. "There i: no place in the 
world''; he wrote to Viret, "where I am more afraid; not because I 
hate it, but because I feel unequal to the difficulties which await 
me there*. ( "). He was not mistaken in his fears, for his subsequent 
life was an unbroken struggle.
nr e need not wonder then, that he refused call after call, and request­ 
ed S'arel and Viret to desist from their efforts to lure him away 
from Strasbourg. ,4) . She. .return to Geneva however appeared to be 
inevitable.
The Council and the people were convinced that Calvin alone could 
save the city. His recall was first seriously discusser? in the 
Council early in 1559, and finally decided upon 12th Sept. 1540. v5). 
A year later, after much searching of heart, (6), he arrived at 
Geneva, 12th Sept. 1541. (7).
On the following day, he appeared before the Syndics arid the Council 
in the tov/n hall. He made no demand for the punishment of his 
enemies, but asked for the appointment of a commission to prepare a 
written order of Church government and discipline. The Council com­ 
plied with his request, and resolved to retain him permanently, and 
to Jjnjorm the ^enatv of_^rasbourg of ifris
I. Beza'c ^Ife of Calvin, p. 67.
II. Calvin Tracts I r~>age 3.
III. Hens in jarrl. VII. 43.
IV. Dyer. p. 121. and .Kampschulte. I. 370.
V. Ilegistres du Conseil/
VI. Herminjard, VI, p, 333. 
VI I. Hey er p, 6.
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ORDOMHANCES SOCLES ?ASTIOUES .
On 26th. Sept., the Commission presented the ^rdonnances 
Ecclesiastiques to the Small Council. This Council objected to 
the monthly celebration of the Lord's Supper, and recommended its 
celebration only four times a year. Calvin yielded his better 
judgment in consideration of the weakness of the times. V/ith this 
modification, the Small Council adopted the constitution on Oct. 
27th. (1), The citizens accepted it .-an 20th Nov. 1541. This was 
a great victory , for the Ordonnances Hcclesiastiques laid a solid 
foundation for a well regulated and evangelical church ^2). We are 
only concerned here v/ith these Arts, in so far as they denote the 
extreme importance which Calvin at that time, and all throughout 
his life, placed on the doctrine and celebration of the Lord *s
Supper.
The pertinent Articles are. ('3). 
Article 55. Since our Lord instituted the Supper for frequent cele­
bration, and as it v;as thus observed in the ancient church, until
the devil overturned everything, requiring the Mass in place of it,
this t;0 infrequent celebration is a fault which ought to be
corrected. However, in the meantime, we have advised and ordained
that it be administered Four tiroes a year, viz., Christmas, Easter,
Pentecost, and the first Gunday of Sept.
Article. 54. The ministers should distribute the bread orderly and
reverently, and no one should give the cup save these appointed, or
the Deacons with the ministers, and for this reason, there should
not be too many vessels.
Article. 55. The tables should be near the pulpit, in order that the
minister be convenient for the tables.
Article 56. It should only be celebrated in the Church until a better
opportunity .
Article 57.. On the previous Sunday, intimation should be made, so
that no young person may come before having made profession of
ffi.**.cSSSM%!Sin order to receive instruction, so that no one may approach to 
bis oond.emB&tj£ajj ————— — — —— -~ — _-_ O-HOO n*vp TT n it Registres 'iu Conseil. Jet. 27. il. ^chaff ^wiss. Ref. 11. p. 
III. Sever, p. 270. Opera. X. p. 15-0.tiues - Bx. *..3.S. Tom x part I. p. 15.Ordonnances Ecclesiastiques - Bx
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onn leading up to the Consensus Ti^urinus.
There now ensued for Calvin a period of great activity and usefulness, 
This activity was not limited td> the narrow bounds of the little 
Geneva state, fte had a care for the larger interests of Christ's 
kingdom. &e conducted a moat extensive correspondence, and for seven 
years, (1542-1549;, he was engaged in raost delicate negotiations for 
the framing of the Consensus Tigurinus.
We have already seen in his Tract, Be Cocna, that he had a gr^at 
desire to subdue the violence of hostile parties. It was in conform­ 
ity with this feeling that he now promoted by all the means in his 
power, the Zurich Consensus. This was the first step tov/ards the 
accomplishment of his greater plan. Calvin agreeing almost entirely 
with ^elanchthon , had been favourably regarded by Luther. The out­ 
break of the latter in the Kur"es Bekenntnis in 1544, was a matter of 
mere private concern, and had no dogmatic importance. 
Calvin could therefore reasonably entertain the hope, after Luther *s 
death in 1546, that with the help of .iv:elanchthon, he might mediate 
successfully in promoting a union between Germany and Switzerland on 
the question of the Lord * s Supper . Had this actually been accom- 
-plished, the Church would have formed one great harmonious whole, 
and Calvin would have repaired what Luther's violence had marred. But 
as an essential to this union, the Swiss must have confessed the
spiritual, substantial presence of _ChrjLjSt ±n the sacrament. Most of 
them indeed had adopted this "1 oc trine, but from regard to Zwingli, 
they refrained from openly confessing it, and this, though ".wingli in 
his third period, returned to his earlier and more positive testimony 
Great diversity of opini n prevailed on this subject in the church 
at Bern. Viret was involved in a dispute with Sulzser, and opinion 
fluctuated between the old, onesided abstract, view of the under­ 
standing and the more concrete view of Calvin.
Both he and Viret were accused at Zurich of having, according to 
report, dissented from the Swiss Confession and inclined to Lutheran- 
ism but the contrary was known to be the case, v/hen Farel and Calvin 
visited Zurich in 1548. They v/orked unceasingly to calm the spirit o:
Henry, II, passim. 
Donmergue. "
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fetter o,f Calvin to Bullinger.
controversy which had arisen among individuals.
Calvin had rightly felt that he must unite with Bullinger who had
in Zurich.
,. succeeded Zwingli/ He was a man of great influence and sound learn­ 
ing and with him, Calvin conducted a correspondence of much interest 
±Q_jfclULsubject of this thesis. Calvin realised that he was engaged in 
an undertaking of great difficulty, as he well knew the obstinacy 
of the Zurichers. (l).
This is made evident in a letter written to Viret in April 1548 (2). 
He there complains that the Zuricher^; were so perverse that they 
were ready to admit the most slanderous reports. The difficulties 
which he had to encounter will be seen "by some extracts which we will 
give from the letters which he wrote at this period. 
In the following letter, he seeks to win Bullinger by gentle words.(3) 
"We are anxious to come to a friendly understanding -Tith you. It is 
no mere theatrical affair, that we propose. I say nothing about 
Farel whose mind, as you know, shrinks with disgust from every kind 
of ostentation. But we are anxious to discuss with you in a familiar 
way those points with regard to which we are most nearly at one. And 
this were indeed the best method of procedure among brethren, and one 
we should have found profitable, unless I aa greatly deceived." (3). 
And now there f ollowg. gtconjiensed statement, of the manner in which 
Christ is present. }n tfre ordinance of His appointment(1) . 
"For with regard to the sacraments in general, we neither bind up 
the ;race of God with them nor transfer to them the work or power of 
the Holy Spirit, nor constitute them the ground of the assurance of 
salvation. We expressly declare that it is C-od alone, Who acts by 
means of the sacraments, and we maintain that their whole efficacy is 
due to the :ioly Spirit, and testify that the action appears only in 
the elect. Nor do we teach that the sacrament ic of profit, other­ 
wise than as it leads us by the hand to Christ, that we may seek in 
Him whatever blessings there are. I do not see indeed what you can
properly, _.__. ___ _________ _______ —
I. Dyer. Life of Calvin, p. 247.
II. Hermlnjard. p. 45B.
III. Bonnet, betters II. p. 155. Henry II. p. 78.
IV. Reyburn. Life of Calvin, p. 222. Dyer. p. 249.
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desire as wanting in this doctrine, vrtiich teaches that salvation
is to be sought from Christ alone, makes God its sole author, and 
asserts that it is accepted onl through the secret working of the 
Spirit.
We teach however, that the sacraments are instruments of the grace of 
God, for, as they were instituted in view of a certain en 1 , we refuse 
to allow that they have no proper use. r e therefore say, that what 
is represented in them, is exhibited to the ulect, lest it should be 
supposed that God deludes the eyes by a fallacious representation... . 
When the signs of the flesh and blood of Christ are spread before us 
in the Supper, we say that they are not spread before us in vain, but 
that the thing is also manifested to us, whence it follovs that we 
eat the body, and drink the blood of Christ, 3y so partaking, we 
neither make the sign the thing, nor confound both in one, nor cn- 
-close the body of Christ in the bread, nor on the other h nd, iniajine 
it to be infinite, nor dream of a carnal transfusion of Christ into us 
nor lay clown any other fiction of that sort. Y"ou maintain that Christ 
according to His human nature is in heaven. 7,"e also propose the same 
doctrine. The word 'heaven* implies in your loctrine, distance of 
space.
'^e also readily adopt that opinion, that Christ is undoubtedly distant 
from us bji an interval of space.
You deny "hat the body of Christ is infin-i-te, but hole! that it is 
contained wit in its circumference. Ve candidly :ive an unhesitating 
assent to that view, and raise a public testimony on behalf of it. 
You refuse to allow the sign to be confounded ith he thing; wu are 
, edulous in admonishing that the one shoul>< be distinguished from 
the other. You strongly condemn Inpanation. \Ve subscribe to your
decision.
?hat then is the sum of our doctrine? It is this, that when we discern 
here on earth the bread and wine, our minds must be raised to heaven, 
inorder to enjoy Christ, and that Christ is here present with us, 
while we seek Him above the elements oi' the world. For it is not per­ 
mitted us to charge Christ with imposition; and that would be the case 
unless we held that the reality is exhibited with the sign. And you 
concede——_——————__—-————————:———
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that the sign is by no means empty. It only remains that we 
define what it contains within it. When we briefly reply, that 
we are made partakers of the flesh and blood of Christ, that He 
may dwell in us, and we in Him, and in this way, enjoy all His 
benefits, what is there, I ask, in these words, either absurd or 
obscure, especially as we, in express terms exclude whatever 
delirious fancies occur to the mind?"(l). Bullinger still 
continued to complain of some of Calvin's expressions.
On 6th Dec. he writes, (2) "I reply to your propositions, not 
in order to impugn them, but to give you an opportunity of throw­ 
ing further light upon them, if by any means, it may be given to 
us to think and speak alike'/ There was as yet, we see, no 
question of his approving Calvin's teaching. Bullinger simply 
wanted information as to what exactly Calvin meant. Calvin replied 
21st June 1549, and complained of his obstinate distrust. "I 
have read your annotations, from which I have discovered what you 
regard as wanting in my belief. I have endeavoured briefly to 
satisfy you, because ths matter itself does not demand a long 
discourse..... I observe that you are perplexednin regard to many 
points which present difficulty, simply because you put upon the 
majority of my statements a different construction from that you 
have any ground for doing. A preconceived opinion regarding me, 
leads you to imagine and attribute to me what never occurred to 
my mind." (3) .
In this correspondence we see that Calvin was thoroughly occupied 
with the thought of reconciling the Swiss by a method of his own. 
They had been violently separated from communion with the German 
Protestants by Luther's rough and intolerant treatment, and were 
thus driven to a greater one - sidedness of opinion. Calvin 
hoped to correct this by the inculcation of higher views, which 
should not only stretch far above their one-sidedness, but bring 
into clearer display the truth, held partially by both (4). 
Everything seemed t6 promise peace when the year 1549 commenced.
iT ~Bonnet. II p. 156 II. Ebrard II. p. 497. 
III. Bonnet II. p. 196 IV. Henry II. p.79.
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A synod was held at Bern on 19th March, and the Genevese sent a 
letter to the meeting. Oalvin employed this opportunity to win 
the Bernese by words of reconciliation, and thus to lay the 
foundation of union on the question of the Sacrament. "That we 
offer, uncalled for, a statement of our views on the Sacraments, 
requires some brief apology, though no particular preface can be 
needed in addressing you on so important a subject. Since your 
illustra ious Senate has called on you to deliberate, regarding 
the peace of the Church — it is probable there will be some 
discussion regarding the Sacraments, as that subject has for a 
long time occupied the attention of the Bernese Church. Though 
no exposition of the doctrine therefore has been asked of us, 
we have yet considered it our duty to state what we will with 
one mouth confess" (l) Twenty articles follow (2). 
It was Calvin's main design in these, to show that the Sacraments 
ought by no means to be regarded as empty signs. He was anxious 
to give new life to the cold Megandrian doctrine of the Swiss, 
and to make them all see that they could not properly persevere 
in holding this opinion, but ought rather to reconsider it, as 
he himself had done. These articles form the basis of the 
Consensus Tigurinus T and their teaching is in harmony with 
Calvin's Strasbourg testimony, as exemplified in the De Coena, 
and the Catechism. (3).
We have no information aa to how Calvin's Articles were received 
at the Synod of Bern. Viret expresses himself as only generally 
satisfied with the results. But after the Synod, Calvin undertook 
further negotations with the Bullinger at Zurich. (4) He did 
not wish, Bucerwise, to draw up an ambiguous formula; what he 
tried to do, was to convince Bullinger of the truth of the 
Calvinistic Doctrine. Before this, he had only succeeded in 
convincing him that he was not a Lutheran, end that he acknowledgsd
the true moments in Zwingli's teaching, viz. the opposition to 
the corporal presence, the Ural Communication, and the idolising 
(Vergotterung) of the earthly elements. He had not got any
I. Letters - Bonnet II. page 80.
'2) Henry II. p. 133 of Appendix. Hundeshagen page 245. 
Ebrard II. page 498. (4) Hundeshagen. page 246.
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further than that. The point of difference between him and 
^wingli (as Calvin conceived his teaching) had remained as points 
of difference between him and 3ullinger. A second meeting and 
conversation was absolutely necessary, if an understanding was to 
be effected. But the time was not propitious for a journey to 
Zurich. Calvin was put out of sorts by Bullinger *s mistrust of 
him. He was occupied by party strife and division in Geneva, and 
he had no inclination (1) to listen to Farel's earnest exhort­ 
ation to him to go to Zurich. Then unexpectedly, a friendly 
invitation came from Bullinger. He asked him for a meeting, and 
an interview in Zurich. Calvin was delighted, and wrote (2) to 
him, "I am desirous of telling you that I have scarcely ever 
received anything more pleasant from you; for I am very glad 
that hardly anything - or at least very little - hinders us from 
agreeing even in words." Two days later he had set out. (3) 
Parel accompanied him. " By prudence and love" Parel had said, 
"we shall conquer.* (1) And he was not deceived. The 
conference of the ministers continued several days, and the 
well-known Formulary was drawn up, which all the Helvetic and 
Rhaetian Churches, with those of the Grisons subscribed, and 
by which Bullinger and Calvin, and the Churches of Geneva and 
Zurich, were united in the strictest alliance. It is of supreme 
importance fog the subject of this thesis,, and we now proceed to 
its discussion. Some of the Articles are general and uncontro- 
versial, and we pass them over without comment. 
In the first Six Articles, the Consensus speaks generally of our 
Salvation in Ohrist. But in Article VII, it proceeds to a 
particular discussion of the Sacraments. 
VII. THE ECTDS OP TEE SACRAMENTS. (4) 
"The ends of the Sacraments are to be marks and badges of 
Christian profession and fellowship or fraternity, to be incite­ 
ments to gratitude, and exercises to faith and a godly life; in
short, to be Contracts binding us to this. But among other ends 
the Principal one is, that God may, by means of them, attest, 
represent and seal His grace in us. For although they
IT) Bundestagen. Pages 247 and 248. (2) Bonnet II. page 211. 
(3) Hundeshagen, page 393. (4) Tracts II. page 214.
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signify nothing else than is announced to us by the Word itself, 
yet it is a great matter.
(A) That there is submitted to our eyes, a kind of living images 
which make a deeper impression on the senses, by bringing the 
objects in a manner directly before them, while they bring the 
death of Christ and all His benefits directly to our remembrance, 
that faith may be better exercised.
(B) That what the mouth of God had announced is, as it were, con­ 
firmed and ratified by seals."
This Article, amongst others of the Consensus, has often been 
quoted as proof that Calvin was here making concessions to 
Megandrianisau Dr Hodge, who does not himself rise above this 
latter view, sees in Cslvin's doctrine, a conflict between a lower 
and a higher thought, and in this Article, (1) he seeks confirmation 
of this thesis. <7e do not think that this contention is supported 
by the facts. Cur opinion is that Art. VI1 is a clear expression 
of the difference between the view of Megander, and Calvin* s 
higher thought. Even to Megander, the Sacraments are Tesserae 
Professionis, Tesserae Fraternitatis, Exhortations to Thankfulness. 
The Consensus admits that they are all this in a secondary way, 
but that in their essence, they are seals of the divine activity 
of grace. And when we speak of &eals, we have to remember that in 
the phraseology of Calvin's age,Sealing had the sense of "authentic­ 
ation of what is at hand mystically in the Sacramental transaction" 
(2) It is not that the Sacraments contain another ne?7, second 
kind of activity of graca; different from what takes place outside 
theic. In them, there is the e^nie continuous, rustical, personal 
living union with Christ, in -vhich all our subjective life of 
1'aith finds its objective ground and its end. There is the same 
reckoning of the righteousness of Christ, the sama bestowal of 
sanctifying forces, which are tho
(1) MercerfiMirg Review, page 59-
Hodge, Systematic Theology. III. Page 649.
(2) Mercersburg Review, Page 60,
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the fruits of that objective living union. But these graces are 
imparted in a nev way in the Sacraments. The Sacraments have a 
double meaning - a Doctrinal meaning as Symbols and an Attesting 
meaning as Seals. This was well brought out by Mel- nchthon*s 
"Decent" and 'iTestantur*. Ar> symbols; they display the object of 
faith before the mind in clear pictures, ( subjiciuntur oculis 
nostris quasi vivae imagines) . /s Pledges , they seal and confirm 
to us, the real, actual, objective, reception of these divine 
things. Schenkel is also of opinion, like Hodge, that Calvin here 
ascribes to the Sacraments no objective power. "Calvin here is 
driven to refer tha efficacy of the Sacraments to subjective Faith, 
and to deprive them of objective force" (1) That this is not the 
case, is clesrly shewn in the Exposition (2) of the Consensus 
Tigurinus which was written shortly afterwards. When speaking 
of Luther, Calvin says, "I am aware how many hyperbolical things 
fell from him in debate, but whenever he wished to make bis cause 
appear most plausible to pious and upright judges, what did he pro­ 
fs se to be the ground of contrc%rersy?
1st. That he could not hear that the Sacraments should be regarded 
merely as External Marks of Profession, and not aleo as Badges and 
Symbols of divine grace.
2nd. . That he held it an indignity to compare them to void and empty 
pictures, while God truly testifies in tnem what he figures, and, at 
the same time by His secret agency, performs and fulfils what He 
testifies, (2) Calvin acknowledges thin as the true moment in Luther's 
teaching. Then he says of the German Theologians, "If they use it 
candidly, and not merely to tickle the ear? of le simple, surely 
when they hear us confess on the one hand, that the Sacraments are 
n-aither empty figures nor mere external badges of piety, but seals 
cf the divine promises, testimonials of spiritual, grace to cherish 
and confirm faith, and on the other, that they are Instruments
(1) Schenkel - Wesen des Protestantismus, I. page 428.
(2) Tracts II 224.
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Instruments by which God acts effectually in His Elect; that, there­ 
fore, although they are signs distinct from the things signified, 
they are neither disjoined nor separated from them; that they are 
given to ratify and confirm what God has promised by His word, end 
especially to seal the secret communion which we hr-ve 'ith Him, - 
there certainly remains no reason why they should mark us in their 
list of enemies. (1) While, as I lately mentioned, they are con­ 
stantly exclaiming that they have no other purpose than to maintain 
the doctrine that God uses the Sacraments as helps to foster and 
increase faith, that the promises of eternal salvation are engraven 
on them to offer them to our consciences, and that the signs ars 
not devoid of the things a? God enjoins the effectual working of 
His spirit with them, then all this being granted, what, I ask, pre­ 
vents them from freely giving us their hand?"(2). 
He now refers to the AUGSBURG CONFESSION. "And to make it unnec­ 
essary to turn up and examine the private writings of each, readers 
will find in our Agreement every thing contained in the Confession, 
published at Ratisbon, and called the Confession of Augsburg, (3) 
provided only that it be not interpreted as having been composed 
under fear of torture, to gsin favour with the Papists. The ;vords 
are f ln the Holy Supper, the body and blood of Christ are truly 
given with the bread and wine'. Par be it from us to take away 
the reality from the sacred symbol of the Supper, or to deprive 
pious souls of so great a benefit. We say, that lest the bread 
and wine should deceive our senses, the true effect is conjoined 
with the external figure, so that believers receive the body and 
blood of Christ". (2) We now go back to the Articles of the Con­ 
sensus, and we find the same teaching stated clearly in detail.
(1) Tracts II p. 224.
(2) Ibidem, p. 225.
(3) Another proof that it was the Variata that Calvin signed.
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VIII GRATITUDE.
"How, seeing that these things which the Lord has given as testi­ 
monies and seals of fefis grace are true, He undoubtedly performs 
inwardly by His Spirit that which the Sacraments figure to our 
eyes and other senses. In other words, we obtain possession of 
Christ, as the Fountain of all blessings, bAth in order that ve may 
be reconciled to God by means of His death, be renewed by His 
Spirit to holiness of life, in short, obtain righteousness and 
salvation; and elso in order tbat we may give thanks for the 
blessings which were once exhibited on the Cross, and which we 
daily receive by faith", (l)
We see iV.it from this th^t to Calvin, all depends on the Invisible 
side of the transaction. The elements are, "Irianes Larvae", (2) 
separately considered, but still the Sacraments are Organs by 
which God works "efficaciously" where it seems good. Most 
plainly the Consensus Tigurinus understands by "Sign*?*, "Seals", 
"1'ruition of Christ", etc., something mystical and d.eeo. It is 
not only a question of "Mental Processes'*, as Hodge and Schenkel 
would have it .
IX. The Signs and the Things Signified are not disjoined but Dip- 
tin ct . "7/herefore, though we distinguish, as we ought, between 
the signs and the thing? signified, yet we do not disjoin the 
reality from the sign, but acknowledge that all, who in f&ith em­ 
brace the promises there offered, spiritually receive Christ with 
His spiritual gifts, while those who had long been made partakers 
of Christ, continue and renew that Communion." There can be no 
clearer statement thsn this, that in the Sacr- jent, there is a 
new enhancing or increasing of living fellowship with Christ, . 
Before this, it was said in opposition to Zurich, that there is 
bound with the outward act, e real objective act of divine activity 
or operation.
In the following 4 articles, it is shown that a divide power is not 
to be ascribed to the earthly elements as such, but that the assoc­ 
iation of a divine activity with the outward act, has its ground in 
the Promise. God conjoins that divine activity always and contem­ 
poraneously with the outward activity.
(1) Tracts 11.p. 215 ( 2ponsensus Tigurinus, article 11,
iJracts.OX.215
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X. THE PROMISE t -a INC IP ALLY TO. BE LOOKED 10 IU TILE 3ACRALEHTS.
"AND it is proper to look not to the bare signs, but rather to the 
Promise thereto ascribed. Ae far as our faith in the promise there 
offered prevails, .So_.Jlar_ will that virtue and efficacy of which we 
speak display itself. Thus the substance of water, bread and wine, 
by no means offers Christ to us, nor makes us capable of His spirit­ 
ual gifts. The promise rather is to be looked for, whose office it 
is to lead us to Christ, by the direct way of Paith - Faith which 
makes us partakers of Christ".
What Calvig :ncans here is clear. He means to say that the Force of 
the Sacrament resides in the ffrom,ise.» But what he does say is ambig-
-uous. $t almost appears as if our subjective Paith were made to be 
the agent that brings Christ to us, i.e. as if Christ were brought 
ta us by an act of Paith on our part. This seems to be borne out by 
the *as far as—sp farJl, and the "makes us part.ak.Qrs", And yet he can 
hardly have meant that, as he said clearly in the Expositio, (I), 
"For we hence infer, that acts of which the Son of God is the author, 
over which he presides, in which, as with outstretched hand from Heav
-en, He displays His virtue, are no acts of man". The explanation 
of the ambiuity, according to Ebrard, (2) is to be found in the 
introduction of ^redestinarian Teaching into the Concensus, "It is 
in the free and sovereign determination of God to give the profit -
-able use of the signd to whom He pleases". (J>] . 'It was that that 
led him aotray. But far from ascribing to the subjective action of 
man too much, he ascribes to it too little. Far from making a human 
act of Faith, the operating agency in the Sacrament, the condition 
for the reception of Christ in the Sacrament, he refers it directly 
to an Absolute and Irresistible Act of God". i°). This mingling of 
Predestination Doctrine with the ddctrine of the Supper, is consid-
-ered by Kbrard, to be a ble:..ioh on Calvin's teaching- "the only 
blenlsh it had'*. (2)._______„_____________
(1). Tracts. II. 230.
(2). Ebrard. II. 510.
(3). Tracts. II. 231.
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This refutes the error of those who stand gazing on the Elements, and 
attach their confidence of Salvation to them; seeing that the Sacra­ 
ments separated from Christ, are but empty Shows (inanes larvae j, 
and a voice is distinctly heard throughout proclaiming that we must 
adhere to none but Christ alone, and seek the gift of Salvation from 
none but Him.
XII. tfl£ SACKAMT.NTS EFFECT .^THING^Y m^ ELVES .
Besides, if any good is conferred upon us by the Sacraments, it is not 
owing to any proper virtue in them, even though in this you should 
include the Promise by which they are distinguished, ^or it is God 
alone who acts by His Spirit. hen He uses the Instrumentality of 
the Sacraments, lie neither imposes His own virtue into them, nor 
derogates in any respect from the effectiial working of His Spirit, 
but, ir\ adaptation of our weakness, uses them as helps, in such manner 
however that the whole power of acting remains *^ith Him alone.
XIII. OOP.. USES THE II-;S?RUMEHT BUT ALL THE YITRTUE 1 3 HI3 . 
Wherefore, as Paul reminds tis neither he that plant eth, nor he that 
watereth is anything, but God alone that giveth the increase; so also 
it is to be said of the Sacraments that they are nothing, because 
they will profit nothing, unless G-od in all things makes them effec­ 
tual. They are indeed Instruments by which God actn efficaciously 
when He pleases, yet so that the -hole work of our salvation must be 
ascribed to Him alone.
XIV. THE '/.'HOLE ACCOMPLISHED J3Y CHRIST.
We conclude, then, that it is Christ alone who in truth baptises in­ 
wardly, who in the Supper makes ITG partakers of Himself, who in 
short, fulfils vhat the Sacraments figure, and uses the ir aid in 
such manner that the whole effect resides in His Spirit.
(I) . Tracts T I. p. 215. f.
ISO.
rl(re THE SAC'?A^KTS CJHFIHM.
Thus the Sacraments are sometimes called oeals, and are said to 
nourish, confirm, and advance faith, and yet the Spirit alone is 
properly the Ge'.l, and also the bejinner and finisher of faith. For 
all these attributes of the Sacraments sink clown into a lower plane, 
so that even the smallest portion of our salvation is not transferred 
to creatures or elements.
The^f Allowing three articles teach j?he.. necessity o£ a State of _Fallhf 
Election, as the condition o£ receiving Christ .
. ALL TIIQ PARTAr: .. OF THE SACIUKLHTS : 0 KOT PARTAIT. 01 THi,_..R£ALITYCl) 
Besides, we carefully teach that God does not exert His power indis-
-criminately in all who receive Lhe Sacraments, jut only in the ELECT.
For as He enlightens unto faith none but those whom He has fore­
ordained unto life, so by the secret of His Spirit, He makes the
Elect receive what the Sacraments offer.
X71 1 . 7H£ SACRAMT.KT3.. DO HOT COPPER GRACE .
3y this doctrine is overthrown the fiction of the Sop ists, which
teaches that "he Sacraments confer grace on all who do not interpose
the obstacle of mortal sin. For besides that in the f>acraments noth-
-ing is received except by actual faith, v-e n-ust also hold that the 
grace of Ood is by no means so annexed to them, that hooo receives 
the signs also gains possession of the things. For the signs are 
administered alike to Blect and Reprobate, but the reality reaches 
the former only. 
XVIII. IJL.HLFIg, QF£M££-JZSLAI& JUT,, RECEIVED BY B
It is true that Christ with His -ifts is offered to all in cormon, 
and that the unbelief of all men, not overthrowing the truth of God, 
the Sacraments always retain their efficacy, but all are not capable 
of receiving Christ and His gifts, .'.'herefore nothing is changed on 
the part of God, but in regard to man, each receives according to 
his faith.
(I). Tracts. II. 217.
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Ikese last tfcee Articles are often taken as an indication that 
Calvin in this Consensus accommodated hie views to suit the Swiss. 
We certainly have a feeling that they do not express the full content 
of that teaching with which we have nov/ come to associate his name, 
but it can hardly "be fsaid that there is any indication of an accommod-
-ation of view. AS regards the supposed point of difference with 
Bullinger, Calvin did not yield an iota. That the earthly elements 
have no efficacy of themselves and by their ovu force, but are coals 
of a concurring peration from Christ, Calvin had taught years before 
at Strasbourg. In the onsensus Tigurinus, he does r.ot seem to have 
made the least approach to the Megandrian view, "hat he did in the 
negotiations, was to acquire a new respect for Bullinger , the head 
of the so-called winglian Church, HE had, two years before, had notb
-ing but hard words for the Zurich Doctrine, but he nov; saw. in inter-
-course with Bullinger, that it had something true for its object. 
He saw that as the truth on Luther's side ras opposition to "empty 
fi/jures", so the truth in Bullinger's doctrine, was the opposition 
tor the deification of creature!;/ signs. This truth r.owever, he had 
not now adopted for the first time. He had always possessed it in 
his own doctrine. "That he was led then to make concessions to the 
so-called Zwinglianism of Bullinger in any ?;ay ia a pure chimera". (2j 
And yet, as we have said, we have ? feeling that we have not quite 
the same teaching in the Consensus, as in the previous works of Calvin 
Is this due to a decided mingling of the doctrine of Predestination 
with
(1). Tracts. II. 217.
(2). Ebrard. II. 3
182. 
d e s tinar 5^ Teaching is the Consensus Tij
the Doctrine of the Supper? Schaff (I) speaks of the "disturbing 
credos tinarian restriction of the sacramental .grace to the elect* in 
the Cons en sug, and there can be no doubt that it emphasises this 
side of Calvinism. It is well known that 3wj.ngli also gave prornin- 
-ence to (rod's sovereign electio ., as the primary source of calvation. 
He and Calvin were at one in this. Bul linger (2) . on the other hand, 
did not go .«.£•> far as Calvin and Zwlngli, and kept within the Infral- 
apsarian schece. Melanchthon "'eclared to Lavater, (Bullinger'e son- 
in-law), that in reading the Consensus, he, for the first time came 
to understand the Swiss, but he erased these passages of the Consensus 
which made the efficacy of the Sacrament depend on Election. (3). It 
is hardly necessary to state that Calvin made the eternal Election 
of Godj the Article of the standing or the falling Church, the source 
of strength in the battle of life. In the 1st. Edition of the 
Institutes, Predestination is states in a very simple form. Only the 
bright side of the doctrine, namely, the eternal election by the free 
;jrace of God in Christ, is emphasised. The dark nystery of Reproba­ 
tion and rreterition is left out. At thir; early stage, Calvin gives 
the light without ;.he ohade. (4) 'The fuller development of his view 
on "redestination flatus, from hi. B .sojourn in Strasbourg where he wrote 
his Commentary on the "Epistle to the Romans, and the 2nd . Edition of 
frfoe Inst i tutes . The 9th. Chap, of Romans io the rock on which he 
builds his doctrine of Reorobation, About this time, when the 
Consensus Tigurinus was being negotiated, Calvin,* s mind was greatly 
exercised by this doctrine. His Polemical Writings against Bolsec 
and Pighius appeared in 1543-1551, and the Consensus Genovensis in 
1558- It is not Gurprising then, that we should find this moment 
emphasised in his Sacramental Theory as defined in the Consensus 
Tigurinus of 1549. Lbrard who fully accepts the doctrine of the 
Consensus with the exception of the Prede tinarian restrictions, 
devotes several pages to a discussion on how far Calvin f s Sacramental 
_ were coloured by ,his doctrine of ______
(1). Creeds of Christendom. 472.
(2). Schaff. 3wiss I 210.
(3). Schaff. Creeds. 473.
(4). 3chweizer Centraldognen I 150-152. 
Schaff. Swiss. I. 235.
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Election. He comments on Art. 16, 17, 18, as follows, (l) "As in 
former writings on the Lord's Supper, we have clearly and distinctly 
stated by Calvin.
(a) That a divine act of communication with Christ is bound with the 
outward act.
( b) That a state of fsith is the condition of the subjective re­ 
ceiving of Christ. But this state of faith was now said to be 
evoked and strengthened in us by an irresistible activity of the 
Holy Spirit. In thif way Calvin caine to declare:-
(I) That the Taitli of all who for a time had believed, and then had 
fallen away, was only an apparent faith. He denied that even in 
their state of faith, they had partaken of Christ.
(II) He also came to admit a two-fold operation of the Holy Spirit. 
1st. The Holy Spirit brings Christ objectively to all communicants, 
and offers Him to all.
2nd. He prepares the hearts of the Elect alone, that they may sub­ 
jectively receive the Christ, objectively brought to them. Prom 
that, there follows:-
2j£. That it is not only the state of faith effected, through this 
second activity of the Holy Spirit, but also the decree of faith 
evoked in this manner, according; to God's choice ( Willkuhr) , which 
becomes the measure hov? far and how efficaciously the communicant 
cen take Christ to himself. Instead of oerceiving that the weakest 
subjective faith, if it be sincere, receive? Christ really and com­ 
pletely, and is then furthered to a stronger faith, instead of this, 
the faith which is air ady present before it receives Christ, is said 
to be strengthened through a magical irresistible working of the 
Holy Spirit, in order to enable it to take Christ to itself to a 
certain degree, ( auf einen gewissen Grad). What then would avail 
this receiving of Christ, if feith was already previously strength­ 
ened.1' To thie question, Calvin answers all too ambiguously. Here 
it is not merely t^ ught that the kind of living union which we have 
in the Supper, is the same that we have outside it (ausser demselben) 
But it is also said that the degree of union with Christy which we
have in the Supper corresponds to the degree of faith which the 
(1) Ebrard II 515- ff.
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Holy Spirit has previously wrought in us. And so in the 20th 
Article, the right sentence that the "advantage of the Supper need 
not take place at the same time as the partaking" (nicht temporal 
mit denvGenuss zusammenfallen musse), is wrongly expounded as mean­ 
ing that the divine gift of grace itself, which we receive in the 
Sacrament, need not take place at the same time as we part-ke of it. 
"(nicht momentan mit demselben zusammenzufallen brauche) " (1) That is 
Ebrard's commentary on Arts. 16. 17. 18, and seems to prove our con­ 
tention that at least, the Predestinarian element was emphasised by 
Calvin at that time and had a certain influence on his Sacramental 
teaching.
XIX. BELIEVERS BEFORE AND WITHOUT THE USE OF THE SACRAMENTS 
COMMUNICATE WITH CHHIST.
"As the use of the Sacraments will confer nothing more than if they
7l~A^
had abstained from them, is only destructive to them, so without 
their use believers receive the reality which is there figured. 
Thus the sins of Paul were washed away by Baptism, though they had 
been previously washed away. So also Baptism was the layer of re­ 
generation to Cornelius, though He had already received the Holy
Spirit. So in the Supper, Christ communicates Himself to us, though
remains
he had previously imparted Himself, and perpetually/in us. For see­ 
ing that each is enjoined to examine himself, it follows that faith 
is required of each before coming to the Sacrament". ( "A state of 
faith indeed, but not a degree of faith, according to which the 
measure of our communion with Christ would have to be reckoned").(2) 
Faith is not without Christ; but as far as (quatenus) faith is 
strengthened and increased by the Sacraments, so far are the Gifts 
of God confirmed in us, and thus Christ in a manner grows in us,
(1) Ebrard II. 516.
(2) do 517-
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and we in Him. Here the greater or less degree of our faith is made 
to be a co-operating factor with the Holy Spirit in effecting our 
union with Christ. Certainly the one factor, the objective oper­ 
ation of the Holy Spirit, which brings Christ to us, is not denied, 
but the result depends preeminently on the other factor - on our 
hold on Christ. This hold on Christ, is of course, according to 
Calvin, also effected by the Holy Spirit, but that still leaves us 
with a two fold operation of the Holy Spirit.
XI. THE BENEFIT NOT ALWAYS RECEIVED IN THE ACT OF COMMONICATIHG.( I) 
"The advantage which we receive from the Sacraments ought by no 
means to be restricted to the time at which they are administered 
to us, just as if the visible sign at the moment when it is brought 
forward, brought the gsace of God along with it" 
. ( It will be noted that this general expression applies to the 
Substance of the Sacrament, and not merely to the Advantage we de­ 
sire from it. As such it is a modification of, if not a departure 
from Calvin's former teaching). "For those who were baptised when 
mere infants, God regenerates in childhood or adolescence, occasion­ 
ally even in old age. Thus the utility of Baptism is open to the 
whole period of life, because the promise contained in it is perpetu­ 
ally in force. And it may sometimes happen that the use of the 
Holy Supper, which, from thoughtlessness or slowness of heart, does 
little good at the time, afterwards bears its fruit". 
If we consider the first 20 Articles of the Consensus, we cannot find 
traces of an£ surrender to Megamdrianism. There is no lowering of 
the flag on the part of Calvin. There is certainly a decided 
minence given to the doctrine of Election, in its bearing on the
(1) Tracts II. 218.
186*
Sacramental theory. This has led, as we have seen, to the 
positing of a second factor as necessary for the receiving of 
Christ. The first factor is still the Holy Spirit, but the extent 
of our reception of Christ is now made to depend, not on the pre­ 
sence of a state of faith f but on the degree of faith which we 
possess before the reception takes place. This degree of faith 
is of course, also mediated by the Holy Spirit. As all is referred 
to the Holy Spirit in the last analysis, perhaps Ebrard, and others 
who have followed him, have laid too much emphasis on this fine dis­ 
tinction between the "State of Faith",. (Glaubenszustand) , and the 
"Degree of Faith* (Glaubensgrad). It is sufficient however, to state 
that all are agreed that we have in the Consensus Tigurinua, a docu­ 
ment, which, generally considered, gives a faithfuJt impression of 
Calvin's position on the Supper. It is not what we would call a 
accoafottation of Lutheran ism to Megandrianism, as has often been 
represented. It is rather a full development of Zwingli's some­ 
what negative theory during his middle period. We see that doctrine 
attaining to a richer fruition in the Melanchthon - Calvin position 
which, after all, is the position of the Reformed Church. We have 
seen that Melanohthon welcomed the Consensus Tigurinus, and had 
criticism only for the Articles which he considered, stressed too 
strongly the doctrine of Election. It is also noteworthy that in 
all further writings, Calvin omits the distinction between the 
State of Faith, and the Degree of Faith. This obliquity does not 
reappear in the works against Westohal and Hesshuss. nor in the 
final edition of the Institutes (1559). We can therefore regard 
it as a temporary phase of thought, occasioned by the fact that at 
this time, Calvin's mind was much occupied by reflections on the 
deep subject of eternal election and reprobation.
187. 
The last Six Articles of the Consensus deal with the refutation
of the local presence, tran-substantiation, Ubiquity, the 
Adoration of the host.
They are interesting as revealing the common stand-point of the
Swiss Churches on these important questions, but reveal no new
feature of doctrine.
XXI • Ho Local frcsence musjbJke_img^jTgfl^ (I ) .
We must guard particularly against the idea of any local presence.
For while the signs are present in this world, are seen by the
eyes, and handled by the hands, Christ, regarded as man, must be
sought nowhere else than in Heaven, and not otherwise than wi£h
the mind, and eye of faith. Wherefore it is a perverse and impious
superstition to enclose Him under the elements of the vVorld. 
X* 1 *- HXPLANATIQK OF THE WORDS. "THIS IS MY BO-Y*. (2). 
Those who insist that the formal ords of the Supper- ''This is My 
body0 ; "This is My blood*, are to be talten in what they call the 
precisely literal sense, we repudiate as preposterous interpreters. 
For we hold it out of controversy that they are to be taken figur- 
-atively t -the bread and wine receiving the name of that which they 
signify - nor should it be thought a new or unwonted thing to 
transfer the name of things figured by Metonomy, as similar modes 
of expression occur throughout the Scriptures, and we by so saying 
assert nothing but what is found in the most ancient and the most 
approved writers of the Church. 
XXIII. OP THE 3^ AT ING OF THE BODY.
When it is said that Christ, by our eating of His flesh and drink­ 
ing of His blood, which are here figured, feed our souls through 
faith by the agency of the Holy Spirit, we are not to understand
it as if any mingling or transfusion of substance took place, but 
that we draw life from the flesh once offered and sacrificed, and 




TRANSUBCTAHTIATIOH AND OTHER FOLLIES. 
In this way are refuted not only the fiction of the Papists con­ 
cerning Transubstantiation, but all the gross figments and futile 
quibbles which either derogate from His celestial glory or are in 
some degree repugnant to the reality of His human nature. For we 
deem it no less absurd to place Christ under the bread or coAple 
Him with the bread than to transubstantiate the bread into His 
body.
XXV. (I). THE BODY OF CHRIST.LOCALLY. Iff HEAVES. 
And that no ambiguity may remain when we say that Christ is to be 
sought in Heaven, the expression implies and is understood by us 
to intimate distance of place. For though philosophically speak- 
-ing, there is no place above the sky, yet as the body of Christ, 
bearing the nature and mode of a human body, is finite and is 
contained in Heaven as its place, it is necessarily as distant 
from us in point of space as Heaven is from the earth.
XXVI. CHRIST IS HQT.1QJBI ADORED IS THE BREAD. 
If it is not lawful to affix Christ in our imagination to the 
bread and wine, much less is it lawful to worship Him in the Bread. 
For although the bread is held forth to us as a symbol and pledge 
of the Communion which we have with Christ, yet it is as a Sign 
and not as the thing itself, and has not the thing either included 
in it or fixed to it. Those who turn their minds towards it, with 
the vie^?? of worshipping Christ, make an idol of it.
(I). Tracts II. p. 220.
189. 
Attitude of the Gwlas and other Churches to the Concern g^g. T
There was great rejoicing, when the Consensus Tigurinus was 
completed.
Calvin expressed the satisfaction he felt at the influence which 
he knew the Consensus must exert. In a letter to Viret, he writes, 
"The hearts of good men will be cheered by what has taken place. 
Our constancy and resolution will derive new strength from it, and 
we shall be better able to break the power of the wicked. They who 
have formed an unworthy opinion of us, will see that we proposed 
nothing but what is good and right. Many who are still in a state 
of uncertainty will now now on what they ought to depend, and 
those in distant lands who differ from us, will soon, we hope, 
offer us thfeir hand. Lastly, as it may one day happen, posterity 
will have a witness to our faith, which it could not have derived 
from parties in a state of strife, but this, we must leave to God?
(I).
To Parel, Calvin frequently wrote, while the negotiations were
proceeding, tte says, "This unwearied champion of Christianity was
the originator and leader of the whole". (2).
But Calvin had still many minds to tran quill ise. He sought to
satisfy Sulzer, the minister in ^ern, and left nothing undone to
induce one after another of his opponents to add their signature
to the new formulary. In a letter to Parel, Hov. 18 1549, (3), he
showed how powerfully his persuasion had wrought with all, and
characteristically, he said, "Hostra sinccritate a^ducti nihil
negabant " .
"3y tlie formulary proposed in the Consensus Tigurinus, "says Planck
(4) * couched as it was in the strongest language, and intended to
reconcile all parties, the union with the Swiss and Lutheran sys-
-tems in the first and main point of dispute, was accomplished,
and at last declared. It had hithertA been a matter of doubt wheth­ 
er the Swiss, in partaking of the Sacrament, recognised the actual 
presence of the body of Christ, according to the substance, but 
every kind of suspicion on the subject was now removed. The
formulary sets forth ——————————————————————
I. Mss. Geneva , Sept. 23. 1519.
II. Henry. II. p. 82.
III. Mss. Geneva*
IV. Planfck Lehrbegriff. II. p. 236.
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the idea of a real presence, and of an actual participation of the
body of Christ in this sacrament. But it explains at the sams time 
the nature and manner of this presence. According to Luther's 
&o£±£ine,, the body of Christ was miraculously present in the 
sacrament, and brought into such union with the outward sign of the 
bread and wine, that it is not only received at the saiae time With 
these, but la these, and Under these, so that it is ther^ore par- 
-taken of with the mouth by everyone who receives the sign, even 
though he is an unbeliever.
According to Calvin's opinion, on the contrary, the body of Christ 
is not brought down into the sacrament, but the soul of him who 
partakes thereof is raised by faith toward heaven, and is there 
brought into contract with the body of Christ, and thus made par­ 
taker of the divine life.* (I).
The Consensus was forwarded to the various confederate churches, 
and was everywhere received with great respect. (2). 
In October, it appeared in its printed form, with a letter couched 
in apostolic language, written by Calvin to the Zurichers. It was 
a grand moment for the inner life of the Church, when Melanchthon 
and most of the Lutheran party declared their agreement with 
Calvin's views, and when the French Reformed and the Swiss united 
themselves anew, and expressed the genuine sentiments of a true 
and primitive brotherhood.
The epoch was no less noble in respect to the life of Calvin. 
As the centre of the Hefornied Churches, he had rendered them the 
most important service, and had led them, by the knowledge of 
Scripture, and brotherly kindness, to truth and concord.
I. Planck, Lehrbegriff, II, p. 236. and Henry, vol II.
II. Hess, Leben Bullinger, II, p. 19.
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The Swiss sent a copy to Bucer now in England and he congratulated 
the whole church on what had taken place.
A comparison might be drawn between the Consensus Tigurinus and the 
Wittenberg Concordia - not to the credit of the latter. 
Luther had not the same gifts of mediation as Calvin. ne began 
his negotiations by calling his opponents " Servants of Satan " etc, 
and he did not succeed in leading them to a higher development of 
their teaching.
When he did conclude the Concordia, he did it with a letter from 
the Swiss in his hand, clearly stating that they understood the 
doctrine in quite another sense. Calvin begam his work with the 
brotherly recognition that his opponents had elements of truth in 
their teaching.
His endeavour was to lead them to a further evolution of this truth, 
and he succeeded in establishing a unity of doctrine which was 
attended with the best results.
The so-called Zwinglianism of Zurich recognised Calvinism as its 
higher and natural development.
In Zwingli's 1st. and 3rd. periods, we have teaching, not easy to 
distinguish from Calvin's riper doctrine.
Luther f s zeal hindered the progress of Zwingli's thought, and the 
violence of Kunz provided the same bar to progress in the case of
Zwingli's successors.**
Calvin's honesty and sincerity awoke the slumbering seed, and 
brought the Zurichers to recognise that Calvin's doctrine was not 
the Negation, but rather the full unfolding of their own incompleter» '
and one-sided teaching. (I).
I. Ebrard, II. p, 524. passim
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AND WESTPHAL . QflJiTROyKRSY OH THE LORD'S SUPPER. 
The agreement in doctrine established between the Swiss and the 
Genevese extended its influence to Prance, England, Scotland and 
Holland. In the same manner, the union between ffielanchthon and 
Calvin on the subject of the Lord's Supper secured the peace of the 
Protestant Church. There was every reason to expect its continuance 
till TTestphal, uesshuss, and some others, designedly created a 
breach, and thus aroused the holy indignation of Calvin. 
What excited Calvin* s anxiety, was the prospect of the indescrib­ 
able evils which threatened the Church through these proceedings 
in Germany,
In the case of a man like Luther, he could forgive anything, even 
when he most fiercely assailed the doctrine and rent the Church. 
But Westphal manifestly awakened the strife from an ignorant love 
of disputation. Calvin's main effort had ever been to establish com 
-cord between the two great parties in the Church. He had placed 
himself in the breach, that he might bind them together (I). 
The Lutherans T since the year ,1536, when the Wittenberg Concordia 
was established, had remained satisfied with the fundamental idea 
of the true bodily presence of Christ in the sacrament. They regard­ 
ed particular definitions of the manner in which He is present as 
unnecessary. It is a mistake to regard the chureh of the Augsburg 
Confession as at that time opposed to the Calvin~$felanchthon doct­ 
rine. This church was braad-rainded enough to include everyone with­ 
in its bounds who acknowledged a real communication of Christ in the 
sacrament, ft had room for JiutfcerVs view of an outward communicat—o 
ion of the body and blood, as well as for the M elanch thon-Cal vin
view of an act of. real. ..communion with. Christ's person. It had room
** -** 
for what Ebrard calls (2) the Substantia in substantia view, and for
the 'Actus in actuj for the view which held the presence In the
bread and wine, or the view which taught the presence ?/ith the bread
two 
and wine, and the/views differed not only in the How , but also in
the What t °^ ^Iie sacrament. It ??as not a question merely, whether
the body and blood of Christ are partaken of Orally In the bread,
I. Planck, Jprot. LehrbegriJ'f . V.5. part 2.
II. Ebrard, TI, page. rj25.
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Attitude of Melanchthon to tfoe Consensus TiguriaiiB . 
or Spiritually partaken of With the bread.
It was a question of what is communicated to us-the bodily material 
of the glorified body and blood, or the whole divine-human person 
of Christ, Whose body was once broken, and Whose blood was once 
shed.
Luther took the material view. Calvin and Melanchthon went deeper, 
and held that the glorified body is present according to its sub­ 
stance, power and energy.
This difference between the strictly Lutheran view and the Melanch- 
thon-Calvir: view was apparent to all, but bQtfo views were recognis­ 
ed t as we have said, by tfre Church of tfre Augsburg Confession. 
Luther declared himself as satisfied with the "Yarlata* edition of 
the Augsburg Confession of 1540. And this *'Yariata ff was not a 
mere private writing of Melanchthon. It was regarded as an offic­ 
ial document at forms and Hatisbon. Calvin had subscribed to it 
at Ratisbon, as a delegate of the Strasbourg branch of the Church 
of the Augsburg Confession. It is wrong then to think that the 
'Yariata* lacked official recognition. It gradually became more 
and more the official view, and Lather's particular doctrine reced­ 
ed into the background. Idaiy reputable theologians embraced it p 
as for example, Brenz, who expressed his teaching as follows, "The 
Lord's Supper is a sacrament, and a divine sign, wherein Christ 
conveys His body and blood , and assures us therewith that we have 
the pardon of sins and everlasting life." (I). 
Whence then came the new disputes? What was it that brought to 
naught the higher union of thought established through Calvin and 
Melanchthon? Bid the cause lie in Calvin's mingling of his 
Predentinarian teaching in the Consensus Tigurinus? <Te have seen 
that there was a slight modification of his original thought in 
this document. He had there inclined to teach that our communion 
with Christ is increased in proportion to the strength of our 
faifrfa, rathex than that our faith is________ 
(I). Hartmann and Jager. Page21. ff.
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strengthened by our renewed communion with Christ. Melanchthon 
had expressed no^ positive opinion regarding the teaching of the 
Consensus, but when it was sent to him for approval, he struck 
out the passage where the partaking of believers was interpreted 
as the partaking of the Elect.
Such representations on the part of Melanchthon seem to have 
carried weight with Calvin l _jpp.r ever n-PtPmmrrtfl.> h^. avoided the 
particular modifications of his teaching which were apparent in 
the Consensus.
The Cause of the disputes is not to be found in this connection. 
It had another source. It is well known that in Germany there was 
a school of thought which was opposed to the Philippist or 
Melanchthon teaching. Its supporters were mostly followers of 
Placius. The Philippists represented the Humanist-Biblical element 
while the ?lacian teaching can be characterised as Dogmatic- 
Monastic . ( I) .
These two schools had already come into conflict in the Adiaphorist 
Controversy. It was this Anti-Philippist or 3nrti~Melajicfrthoa 
party which caused the new troubles and disputes. But it was not 
against Calvin alone, not even against the Predestinarian teaching 
of the Consensus, in which he differed from Melanchthon, that 
these new antagonists directed their attack. They rather directed 
their polemic against the points in which Calvin and Melanchthon 
were agreed, so that Calvin was quite justified in resisting them. 
?ne presence of Christ 4n the Bread, Ubiquity, and the Partaking 
of unbelieYers f were the three questions which the followers of 
Westphal regarded as all important. They so insisted on them, 
that not onl; Calvinism in Switzerland, but also Melanchthon's 
followers in Germany were branded as Unorthodox. This was the 
occasion of the rising of the so-called
(I). Ebrard. II. 541.
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"Reformed", and "Lutheran" Churches. We can distinguish two acts 
in the unfortunate drama.
Ist.M Westphal's Dispute with Calvin; 2nd f The Crypto-Calvinist 
Dispute, The first issued in the Heidelberg ^atechism, (1563), 
and the second in the Formula of Concord (1577).
Joachim We s tonal (1510-1574), a rigid Lutheran minister, who inher­ 
ited the intolerance and violent temper, but none of the genius 
and generosity of Luther, wrote, without provocation, a tract 
against the Consensus Tigurinus, and against Calvin and -feter 
Martyr in 1552. He aimed indirectly at the Philippists 
(Melanchthonians) , who agreed with ualvin f s Doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper without openly confessing it, and who for this reason, were 
afterwards called ^ypto-Calvinists., He had previously attacked 
Melanchthon , his teacher and benefactor, and compared his conduct 
in the Interim Controversy, with Aaron's worship of the Golden 
Calf. (I). The chief points of his Reaching were, as already men-
-tioned, that the very body^of Cforist was in the bread sub o tan tia-
—ally that it "<as ubj^uitous, tfoougfc, il^pgal (extra Ion ra) | and 
that it was artaken of b Judas no less th -n b Peter. He
distinction between Calvin and Z?/ingli. He treated as ;'Saerament- 
-arians" and Heretics all those "ho denied the Corppral Presence, 
the Oral Manducation, and the ^jj-tera^ eating Q,f tfoG body of Q^r 
with t^hQ teeth even by unbelievers. He charged them with holding 
no less than 28 conflicting opinions on the words df Institution, 
quoting extracts from Carlstadt, Swingli, Oekolampadius, Bucer, 
A. Las-eo, Bullinger, Peter Martyr, 3chweifreld, and chiefly from 
Calvin. He spoke of their godless perversions of the Scriptures, 
and "Satanic blasphemies". He declared that they ought to be 
refuted by the rod of the magistrate rather than by the pen. (2).
(1). Westphal Historis vituli aurei Aaronis. Exodus 32 ad nostra 
tempora accommodata-Magdeburg. 1549.
(2). do. Fa-fjfsgo confusanearum —— —— de Coena Domini ex 
Sacramentariorum libris con^esta- Magdeburg l r>52.
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Ac his first attack was ignored by the Swiss, he wrote another and 
larger tract in 1553, in which he professed to prove the Lutheran 
view, chiefly from I Cor. Ill 29. 30., and urged the Lutherans to 
resist the progress of the Swinglian, or, as it was now called, 
Calvinistic heresy. (l). The style and text of his polemic may be 
inferred from his calling Bullinger the "Bull of Zurich" , Calvin 
the"Calf of Geneva", and John A. Lasco, the Polish Bear". 
About the same time, in the autumn and winter of 1553, John A. Lasco 
a Polish nobleman, a friend of Calvin, and minister of a Reformed 
foreign congregation in London, fled with 175 Protestants from 
persecution under "ueen Mary, and sought shelter on Danish and 
German shores. }!e was refused even a temporary refuge in cold 
winter at Helsingor, Copenhagen, Rostock, Lubeck, and Hamburg. 
Westphai denounced the companions of A. Lasco as martyrs of the 
devil. He enraged the people against them, and glorified, in the 
inhuman cruelty as an act of faith. (2).
John A Lasco is an interesting figure in Reformation History. He was 
ever an admirer of the Swiss r and when Calvin sent him a copy of the 
Consensus figurinus, he wrote a work on the Lord's Supper t in which 
he approved the Consensus, and hoped that by its means all contro-
-versy would be ended. (3). This writing of A Lasco's is instruc -
-live, because he treated the subject historically, and set forth 
some new views. After an introduction, in which he defines the 
proper Christian way to settle such disputes, he shows how the 
Romish doctrine -as gradually evolved. According to him, there was 
originally ascribed to the brea^ and wine, only the Vis Significandi 
and afterwards, the Vis Exhibendi and Continendi. Tfeoa a union 
between the Signum and the Res was taught, and this gradually 
developed into a doctrine of Transubotantiation. He himself calls 
the*Res* in contrast with the lignum % the___
(1). Westphal-Hecta fides de Coena Domini, Magdeburg. 1553.
(2). do -Simplex and fidelis narratio. Basel. 1560.
(3). John A Lasco - Brevis and dilucida de sarament-is ecclesiae 
Christi tractatio. London. 1560.
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*Mysteriuran and shows how the Gospel writers are at one in assert­ 
ing that in the Lord's Supper, the "Mysterium", i.e. the partaking 
of the 3ody and Blood, is added to the "Signum". Only about the 
manner of this addition is there any dispute. Some taught a pre­ 
sence, (not local, nor natural, but definitive) of the Mysterium 
in the "Signum". Some taught the union of the two ty means of 
priestly consecration. Others taught a union of Christ with the 
soul through the operation of the Holy Spirit. (1) This Union - 
the Mystery of the Lord's Supoer, - does not consist in an oral 
partaking of the body and blood of Christ. The Holy Spirit rather 
transports the soul of man into Heaven, and Christ there bestows 
upon the communicant Himself, i.e. His Flesh and Blood, His Right­ 
eousness, His Saving Power and also the Seed-Corn of His Resurrec­ 
tion. But the **Signum" is *** to be found in the visible action 
of eating the bread and wine. A parallel instance is that of 
Circumcision, where, not the Foreskin, but the cutting of the fore­ 
skin is the sign. The *TQUTO» in the words of Institution is not 
related to the bread, but to the transaction of the giving and 
receiving of the bread. H Ii' this exegesis was untenable", as 
Ebrard says, "Yet we have here a clear statement of the ACT10 IN 
ACTIOKE." ( I).
From this brief statement of A Lasco's doctrine, we can readily 
understand that Calvin would find in him a congenial spirit. He 
was naturally indignant at the treatment which he had received 
from Westphal and his 4ttt friends. He felt himself in a manner, 
called to his defence. He had all the more justification in that 
his own doctrine was assailed.
(1) Ebrard II. 534.
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THE CALVES - WESTPHAL WRITINGS.
He took up hie sharp and racy pen in three successive 
pamphlets. He at first wished to issue a joint remonstrance 
of the Swiss Churches and sent a hasty draft to Bullinger. But 
Zurich, Easel and Bern, found it too severe and refused to 
sign it. He corrected the Draft and published it under his 
own name under the title, "Defence of the Sound and Orthodox 
Doctrine on the Sacraments, as laid down in the Consensus 
T1 gurinus (Geneva. 1555)". Westphal replied in a tract thrice 
as large, "Collect&nae sententiarum August ini de Coena Domini - 
1555"• In the year 1556, Calvin wrote his "Second Defence r contra 
Westohali calumnias*.
Westphal again took up the pen in 1557, in the writing "Clarissimi 
veri Philippi Melanchthonie senteritia de coena domini", in which 
he sought to prove that Calvin an<* Meltnchthon were not at one. 
Thereafter also in 1557, Calvin issued his *Ultima Admonitio ad 
Joachinum Westahalum* in which it was his aim to show his complete 
agreement with Melanchthon. Westphal continued the controversy, 
but Calvin kept silent and handed him over to Beza. In our 
treatment of this second Sacramental War of the 16th Century, we 
do not propose to deal with the controversial writings as we dealt 
with thooe of Zwingli and Luther in the years 1524 - 1529. In 
that first controversy, there was a real movement and development 
of teaching. It was then, that both Luther's and Zwingli's 
doctrines attained definiteriees and precision. Here, in the 
Westphal Controversy, there were too fully developed systems of 
doctrine in conflict with each other. Flacian Lutheranism which 
resembled Megandrianism in its rigidity, was here determined
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The Points at issue in the Calvin - Westanal Controversy.
to beat to the dust all that pertained to Melanchthon - Calvinism.
We also know that at the end of the controversy, neither side had
advanced a hairbreadth nearer to the position of the other. In
connection with the conflict, there are only two questions of
importance for this thesis.
1st., Eow exactly Westphal's doctrine was related to that of Luther?
2nd. Did Calvin Set forth in this period of the Fifties, the same
teaching as in the Consensus Tigurinus, or did he return to his
original testimony?
It is undoubted that Westphal was genuinely Lutheran in his doctrine
of the Supper. He contended for three Lutheran features.
(a). The local presence in the Bread and Wine.
(b). Ubiquity.
(c). The partaking by unbelievers.
Luther had certainly maintained all these. He did so in opposition 
to a view which he supposed to be the view of Zwingli. This view 
laid little stress on the mystical union with Christ and regarded 
the eating and drinking of the body and blood of Christ as identical 
with believing in hie death. Bread and #ine were only signs of 
Christ's death. Luther opposed to this teaching the local presence 
and oral manducation, but at the heart of his doctrine, there was 
the real conviction that in the transaction of the Lord's Supper, 
there ie a divine act of Christ, a new communication of Christ to 
us, and especially a mystical union with the Lord. These truths 
were enclosed in an outer shell of frail and questionable substance. 
Calvin and Melanchthon were at one in acknowledging these spiritual 
truths. Where they differed from Luther was merely in the question 
of the value of the outer shell. They practically rejected it, and 
regarded it as worthless. Westphal now came forward and contended 
for this outer shell. What in Luther's teaching was a mere 
Scholastic scaffolding and apparatus, he regarded as the edifice
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itself. It did not dawn on him that in all essential things, 
Luther and Calvin and Melanchthon were at one. The method of 
his polemic was most objectionable. He did not understand, or 
did not wish to understand what his opponents really taught re­ 
garding communion with Christ. Calvin had expressed himself most
clearly on the subject. He had never spoken of an Communicatio
the 
Iinaginaria in and through/thoughts, or subjective belief. He had
always contended for a real communication of Christ through the 
objective activity of the Holy Spirit. But Westphal always accused 
him of teaching a spiritual communion, through the subjective 
spirit and thoughts in opposition to a real communion. He accused 
him of holding that "to eat the body of Christ"is the same as 
"believing* with the mind. He accused him of teaching bare 
Megandrianism, clothed in ambiguous words and terms. -The allegation 
might be made that Calvin had given Westphal some grounds for his 
complaint. In the Consensus Tigurinus, we have seen that there 
was a slight departure from his original teaching, but nowhere 
did he say that it was an act of faith that brought Christ to us. 
Ebrard has discussed this question most minutely, and has set in 
contrast the three forms of teaching.(1)
I. Calvin's original doctrine with which Melanchthon was agreed.
II. The teaching of the Consensus Tigurinus.
III. The teaching that Westphal credited to him.
1. _There. was the teaching of Calvin -tr\ his^earlier writings: in which 
he set forth that in the Supper, the whole divine-human Christ is 
really, objectively, and afresh communicated to us in a non-local 
manner, but in a manner above all the limits of space. On our part, 
nothing is necessary but that a ctato of faith (Grlaubenszustand) ,be
(1) Ebrard 11. p. 549
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present and continue, I.e. that it be not interrupted in the 
moment of communion by frivolity or thoughtlessness. But a 
particular degree of faith is not demanded, either for the first 
reception of Christ, or for the renewed reception of Him On the 
contrary, it is said that the renewed communication of Christ, 
effects an increase and a strengthening of our weak state of 
faith- But on no account is it an act of faith which effects the 
communication of Christ to us.
II. The teaching of the Consensus of Zurich is this. (1) In the 
Holy Supper, the whole divine-human Christ is really, objectively 
and afresh communicated to us in an illocal manner. On our part, 
it is not only necessary that a state of faith be present and con­ 
tinue for the reception of Christ Who is objectively communicated 
to us, but the measure, how much and how far we receive Christ into 
ourselves, depends on the degree of faith that we possess at the 
time of reception. But it is not our act of faith (Glaubenethat) 
which, (in that it transports us to Heaven),brings to pass the 
union with Christ.
III, The teaching that Westohal ascribes to Calvin is this.(2) 
In the Lord's Supper, through the renewed remembrance of Christ, 
our subjective faith is strengthened and in this strengthening 
of faith, the soul transports itself in believing thought to Christ 
in Heaven, and is thereby, spiritually anew united with Him. The 
act of faith thus makes the Sacrament to be a Sacrament. 
From this resume, we see that even the teaching of the Consensus 
Tigurinus is widely different from the teaching that Westphal 
ascribes to Calvin, and that even had h e continued to hold 
the positions there maintained, he would have given little justi­ 
fication for the attacks that were levelled against him. 
But in the new defensive writings in controversy with Westphal,
(1). Ebrard. II p. 549.
(2) do p. 550.
202.
Calvin returns to hie original testimony with which Melanchthon 
had been in fullest agreement* ^e repeats for example his old 
teaching on the objective communication of Christ, and he actually 
raodikfies what he had said of faith as a Condition f Reception 
in the Consensus Tigurinus. The Teaching of the Three Treatises 
(1st., 2nd., and last) against Westphal is all of a piece. There 
is no difference in standpoint between the first and the last. It 
would be tedious to comment on them seriatim, and we content our­ 
selves with reproducing in dialogue form a condensed statement of 
the chief topics of discussion. 
We are to imagine Calvin and 7/estphal viy-a-vis.
The Calvin-Westphal Controversy- In dialogue form; 
WESTPHAL. Here we have it at last. An open Confederation with 
the Helvetians! What is this Consensus Tigurinus but a barefaced 
transition to the camp of the accursed ^winglians, a crafty com-
-promise with Bullinger, which goes to undermine the w&ole course 
of Lutheran Protestantism in favour of its enemies? And yet you 
have professed to stan<? in the bosom of Lutheran Protestantism; 
to be a true friend to the Augsburg Confession. Before all 
Germany, I proclaim you, John Calvin, a hypocrite and a traitor* 
CA Iff lit . Your charge is false. I am guilty in this case of no 
duplicity and no change. My relation to Lutheranism remains what 
it was ten years ago. To one part of Luther's Sacramental theory, 
I never could assent.
But the mystery itself which it sought to maintain, had my full 
faith. 
As for the person of the great Reformer also, I have ever cherish-
-ed the most profound reverence and regard. I might easily prove 
moreover that Luther himself looked pon my views with favour. Let
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Philip ^elanchthon however be my one voucher , in place of all 
others (I).
We have been of one mind here, and are of one mind still. I did 
subscribe the Augsburg Confession at Strasbourg taking it in its 
generally acknowledged sense, as settled by the authority of its 
illustrious framer, the excellent Melanchthon himself, and to this 
subscription I still adhere, without any sort of mental reservation 
whatever, (2).
. A fine story truly; when we see you walking arm in arm
with the Zwinglians, and passing yourself off as one of them. 
CALVIN. All turns again on your own hasty construction. I have 
always set my face openly against the vie?/ commonly laid to Z 
charge, by which the idea of an actual communication with Christ's 
life is excluded from the Mystery of the Lord's Supper. This I have 
not hitherto hesitated to stigmatise as absolutely profane, and I 
trust that I shall never cease to regard it in the same light. The 
Consensus Tigurinus however proceeds on the supposition throughout 
that the proper Helvetic faith involves nothing really of this 
sort, and it is an effort simply to carry it out, by suitable 
explanation and definition, to such a full statement, as might 
serve to relieve it from this reproach, and set it in a correct 
light before the Christian world. The statement is no act of 
subscription, of course, to the
(I). 2nd. Work Adv. Westphal, Opera. IX. page 661. Tracts III page 
253- "Hay what opinion Luther himself formed of rae after he had 
inspected my writings, can be proved by competent witnesses, One 
will serve me for many - Philip Melanchthon " .
(2). "Nor indeed do I repudiate the Augsburg Confession, which I 
long ago (pridein) willingly and gladly subscribed in the sense 
interpreted by its author". Letter to 3chaling, 25 March. 1557. 
Quoted by Henry II. p. 294.
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system of Luther strictly 30 called. I have alv/ays rejected that, 
and it is openly rejected also in the Consensus* But the instrum­ 
ent is not for this reason a simple falling over to the opposite 
extreme. It is fairly and truly a bond of union and peace, between 
the Helvetic Churches, and the faith of the Augsburg Confession. 
WESTPHAL. Nonsense! You do not pretend that the Consensus agrees 
with the Augsburg Confession!
CALVIH. Take the tenth Article of this last Confession In the 
sense of its author, without any Popish perversion or gloss, and 
I contend that the Sacramental doctrine of the two instruments 
is in truth the same. (I).
WESTPHAL. You can hardly expect the world to give you credmt for 
honesty, and plain dealing in this business. You have been play- 
-ing a game You carry two faces.
CALVIN* God knows that this is not th.. case. I have had no worldly 
interest to serve, and I have used no concealment nor reserve. On 
the contrary, I have tried always to be both candid and clear, as 
far as language would admit; and it will be foimd, I think, that 
few men have taken more yains to let their position be known, or 
have less differed from themselves with the progress of time, 
views now are just what they were stated to be twenty years ago 
in the first edition of the
(I). Though I said that we comprehended in our agreement v/hat the 
Confession of Augsburg contains, this is no ground for charging 
me with deceit; for I subscribe to the words there quoted. 
As to their meaning, since Aestphal is no competent judge, to whom 
can I better appeal than to the author himself? If he declares 
that I deviate in the smallest from his idea, I will immediately 
submit. The case is different with Luther. I have always candid­ 
ly declared what I felt wanting in his words, so far am I from 
having bound myself to them. Opera. IX. page 067. TractsJf p. 276. 
-277. 2nd. Adv. Westphal.
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Institutes. (I).
WESTpflfj., Be it so then! It only shows that you have been all 
along a false teacher. For only look at this Consensus Tigurinus. 
It evacuates the Sacraments of their mystical force, and turns 
them into mere void signs.
CALVIN. That is a gross slander. Both the Consensus and the 
Exposition attached to it, most distinctly affirm the contrary. (2) 
WESTPHAL. You make the elements mere signs.
CALVIN. Signs certainly, but by no means naked and empty signs. 
Christ uses here no false colours.
(1). 7<hat I justly claim for myself is, that I never by employing 
an ambiguous form of expression, captiously brought forward any­ 
thing different from my real sentiment. 2nd. Adv. VTestphal. Tracts 
Ij;.253. But'the reader will find that nothing has been my great- 
-er care than, in absence of all ambiguity, to deliver distinctly 
what I daily profess and teach in the Church, and what God is my 
best witness and judge that I firmly believe. 2nd, Adv. Testphal. 
Tracts£ p. 279.
(2). ^e tmiformly testify in our writings, that the Sacraments 
which the Lord has left u:: as seals and testimonies of His grace, 
differ widely from empty figure:;. Our agreement distinctly 
declares, that the Lord, who is true, performs inwardly by His 
Spirit, that which the Sacraments figure to the eye, and that 
when we distinguish between the signs and the thing signified, 
we do not disjoin the reality from the signs. This viev; is 
followed out more fully and clearly in my Defence. 
2nd. Adv. Westphal. Iracts.#p. 274.
206. 
. The verities represented by the Power of God are made to
go along with the signs, The last divinely certify the presence 
of the first. (I).
The things represented are at the same time exhibited or presented 
That is to say, they are made to be actually at hand. 
WEST.PHAL. Exhibited, you mean, in the way of image or picture, but 
not as they are in their own nature. You explicitly deny, in the 
case of the Lord'6 Supper, the actual preoence in any way of 
Christ's body and blood, materially considered, along with the 
bread and wine by which they are represented .
CALVTK. Certainly, I have always rejected and reject still, most 
firmly the idea of every sort of presence here, that is to be 
regarded as local or material, or that may be made to fall within 
the experience and measure of more nature as such. But this by 
no means implies that the realities signified by the symbols are 
absent, or that they are at hand only by way of picture, When I 
acknowledge this exhibition or presentation in the Sacrament, iqy 
meaning is always that they are made to be actually present in the 
whole power of their own proper nature, only not in the way of 
sense, but in a higher way. (2).
"But according to us, the bread means body in such a sense, 
that it effectually and in reality invites us to communion with 
Christ. For we say that the reality which the promise contains 
is there exhibited and that the effect is annexed to the external 
symbol. The Trope, therefore, by no means makes void the sign, 
but rather shows ho?/ it is not void". Opera. IX. p. 667. Tracts/ 
p. 275. 2nd. Adv. ">7estphal.
(2). Thus the bread is not the empty picture of an absent thing, 
but a '.rue and faithful pledge of our union with Christ. Some 
one will say that the symbol of bread does not shadow forth the 
body of Christ, any otherwise than a lifeless statue represents 
Sercules or Mercury, This fiction ie certainly not less remote 
from our doctrine, than profane is from sacred. Opera IX. 667. 
Tractsjfp. 276. 2nd. Defence.
The Son of God promises to give His body and v re at >nce give full 
credit to His word. And although carnal sense murmurs, and nature 
receives not a sublime mystery, wonderful even to angels yet we 
firmly believe that He, by His celestial enor^, accomplishes what 
the visible symbol figures. Opera. IX. p. 672. Tractsjj p. 297.
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WESTPHAL. All is made to depend at last, however, on the 
exercises of the worshipper. The verities exhibited are 
present only in thought and contemplation, as these enter 
with the action of faith.
CALVIN. I mean not so. The verities are at hand objectively, 
the inward grace in the outward transaction. Paith is only 
the condition, not the cause, of our mystical participation 
of Christ in the Supper. God forbid, that I should think of 
turning the process into a mere mental exercise of any kind!
CD.
(I) My writings everywhere proclaim, that eating differs from 
faith, inasmuch as it is an effeet of faith. I did not begin 
only three days ago to say that we eat Christ by believing, 
because being made truly partakers of Him, we gr$w up into one 
body, and have a common life with Him. Years have now elapsed 
since I began, and I have never ceased to repeat this. How 
base then it was of Westphal, while my words distinctly declare 
that eating is something else than believing, impudently to 
obtrude, what I strenuously deny, upon his readers, as if it 
had been actually utter<*u *v **»e. —— Of the same nature is 
his next assertion, that if my words are taken, to eat the 
body of Christ is equivalent to receiving the promise by
faith. How dare he so prostitute himself! Opera. II page 669 
Tract s ,# page 283, 2nd Adv Westphal.
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WESTPHAL. Still you will have it, that the presence is 
altogether spiritual, and any objective force you nay allow to 
the transaction, will be found to resolve thus into the mere 
agency of the Holy Ghost, exciting faith, love and other graces. 
CALVIN . Spiritual the process is, as distinguished from your
crass conception of an oral manducation. The mystery centres in
and 
the soul/ is wrought by the vivific power of the Holy Ghost,
under a mode of existence that transcends all natural experience 
and conception. But it is not a mere influence. The spirit 
actually binds Christ and His people into one life; not as a 
river may join two cities which are many miles apart, by merely 
flowing through both; but as being the very form and medium, 
under and by which the life of the first is made to pass over 
into the second(I).
WESTPHAL. The communion you think of in this way, must be 
regarded as holding at last only with the divine nature in 
Christ, if it be allowed to have any reality at all; for your 
theory completely excludes the presence of His body.
(I) Our exposition is, that the body of Christ is spiritually 
eaten by us, because He vivifies our souls in the very manner 
in which our bodies are invigorated; only we exclude a 
transfusion of substance. According to Westphal, the flesh 
of Christ is not vivifying unless its substance is devoured — 
For I do not simply teach that Christ dwells in us by His Spirit,
but that He so raises us to Himself as to transfuse the 
vivifying vigour of His flesh into us. 
Opera IX. page 669. Tractsl p. 283 - 286. 2nd Adv. Westphal.
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CALVIN . It does so only in a local and material view, but
not at all as regards living power and force. The Communication
which we have with Christ, in the Sacrament, is by no means
limited to l|is divine nature, but extends to Eis Humanity alsoj
as the real seat and fountain for our dying world. In this
sense it is, we are said to eat His flesh and drink His blood
unto everlasting life. (I).
WESTPHAL. You take the word body in an ambiguous sense, for
all that you allow in the end, is that we partake of Christ's
benefits, which, as they are procured by His sufferings in
the body, may be spoken of under the ii'ime of His flesh and
blood. But all runs out in this way into a bold metaphor.
You substitute in your mind an imagination only for the true and
proper body of our Blessed Lord.
CALVIN. I never confound the benefits ?/hich we have by Christ
with the idea of His Ijife. It is idle to remind us then that
His merits and benefits are riot His body. The insinuation that
this is all I mean by the communion of Eis body, His flesh and
His blood, is purely gratuitous, and does me gross injustice.
(2). I own no fiction nor metaphor whatever, in the case. The
body of which we partake in the blessed sacrament, is the same
(1) Thus I teach that Christ, though absent in body, is never­ 
theless present with us by Bis divine energy, which is every­ 
where diffused, but also makes His flesh give life to us. 
Opera IX p. 669. Traots/fp. 285. 2nd Adv. Westphal.
(2) Westphal objects that the merits or benefits of Christ 
are not His body. But why does He maliciously extenuate the 
force of an expression by which I highly extol our communion 
with Christ?
For I not only say that His merits are applied, but that our 
souls receive nourishment from the very body of Christ in the
same way as the body eats earthly bread.
Opera IX. p. 668. Tracts II. p 280-281. 2nd Adv. Westphal.
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that once hung upon the Gross, and is now glorified in Heaven
(I).
WESTPHAJ, . And yet you will not hear of this being present 
in the Sacrament, but hold it to be absent from us by an 
immense distance. How then can we be said to partake of it 
in any real way?
CALVIN . The whole is a mystery, as I have said before, in 
the sphere of the Spirit. Dynamically and organically things 
may be joined together in the most intimate unity, which at 
the same time are wide apart in space. Christ's body remains 
indeed always in Heaven, but by the power of the Holy Ghost, 
as something which transcends all local and mechanical 
mysteries, not only His 4ivine life, as this is present in 
all places, but the proper life of His body also, the quick­ 
ening vigour of His flesh and blood, is made to pass into 
the souls of His people, as a true aliment of immortality.(2)
(1) He rejoins, that I am deceiving by using the term "body" 
in an ambiguous sense. But I thought I had sufficiently 
obviated such cavils by so often repeating, that it was the 
true and natural body which was offered on the Gross. Opera 
IX p. 657. Tractafp. 238. Mutual Consent.
(2) Prom the hidden fountain of the Godhead, life was 
miraculously infused into the body of Christ, that it might 
flow from hence to us. Opera 11. 657. Tract 3$ p. 258. 2nd 
Defence.
Thus I teach that Christ, though absent in the body, is 
nevertheless, not only present with us by His divine energy, 
which is everywhere diffused, but also makes His flesh give 
life to us. For, seeing He penetrates to us by th-j secret 
influence of His Spirit, it is not necessary, as we have 
elsewhere said, that He should descend bodily. 
Opera IX. p. 669. Tractsjp. 285. 2nd Jefence.
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. You confess this, however, to be only for the soul or the
mind of the communicant, not for His body.
flALYIff - Hot for the body indeed in a direct and outward way, as 
your theory requires, but just as little for the mind either, 
separately considered, Soul and mind are not the same thing. I 
mean by the soul, the central principle of our whole life, which 
in the end reaches out to the body also no less than to the spirit. 
In this way, Christ is the true food, by which our whole nature 
is nourished unto immortality. (I).
"jVESTPHAL. A purely spiritual transaction thus, and nothing more, is 
made to stand for the whole mystery. The flesh of Christ, with you, 
is not present in the Supper. You do not allow an actual giving 
and receiving of His body.
CALVIN. The presence is spiritual, allow me to repeat, only as it 
is not material and local; but not at all in any euch sense, as 
may be taken to overthrow its reality. As regards this, there is 
no difference or debate. I freely allow here what the sa^ament 
requires, an actual participation in Christ's body and blood, and 
this, without any sort of metaphor, or rhetorical fiction. Only I 
cannot yield to your view of the Mode, in which this is brought to 
pass, for it secerns to me to be at war with the very object of the 
mystery itself, and I see no reason in the Bible or elsewhere f for it 6 
being made to hang so exclusively on so gross a conception, but 
every reason rather for insisting on a highur view.
(I). Hunc anima est quae corpus vivificat, ne sit mortuum cadaver; 
ergo ab ea jure denominationem sumit. Post resurrect ionem vero 
praestantior erit vis ilia vivifica, quaia a opiritu accipiet. 
Comm. on Ep. I. ad 'Cor. 15.44.
. donation. (I).
. it is a plain case, however, that what is given and
taken in the Sacrament, as you hold it, is not the real matter 
of Christ's body, but something else. You will not allow that 
we partake of His substance.
CALVIN. Not of the outward material of His nature certainly in any 
way, but still of its ac tual sub G t an t ial 1 if e ; the vivific virtue 
of His true flesh and blood. Put away the crass thought of a 
manducation of the flesh, as though it were to enter the stomach by 
the mouth as common food, and there is no reason to deny that we 
are fed with Christ's flesh substantially. His body remains in 
Heaven, nevertheless, life flovs out frora its very substance, and 
reaches dov;n into the persons of its people, just as the substance 
of the head passes over continually to the members of the natural 
body. (2).
You are a perfect eel, ir, as all -he - orld may see;
slimy and slippery to the very tail. There is no such thing as 
holding
(1). But when I say that Christ 'icscuicls to us by His virtue, I 
deny that I am subotituting something different, which is to have 
the effect of abolirhing the gift of the body, for I am simply 
explaining the Mode in which it is given. 
Opera. IX. p. 068. Tractsjj[p. ?79 . 2nd. Defence.
(2). Should anyone raise a dispute as to the word "Substance", we 
assert that Christ, from the substance of His flesh, breathes life 
into our souls; nay, infuses His own life into us, provided always 
that no transfusion of -.ut stance be imagined. 
Opera. IX. p. 660. Tracts. Up. 248. 2nd, defence.
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; you /ast. (I). Your "Virtue" and "Vigour" of Christ f s
body resolve themselves when all is said, into the idea of a mere 
influence proceeding from Him, through the Spirit, and mean 
simply the efficacy and value of His death, made available for our 
benefit by God, and so aopropiated on our side by faith* 
CALVIN . Miserable Misrepresentation! How often must I protest 
against your trick of turning my words into a sense, which they 
openly disown? Have I not said in all possible ways, that Christ 
must be distinguished from the fruits #e brings to pass, and that 
He must go before them also in the \vay of actual and real, approp­ 
riation on the part of His people? Christ first, and only then, 
His merits and benefits. 3y "Virtue", and "Efficacy", here, I 
understand always the essential living force of the Redeemer's 
body, once slain and now in Heaven; as I use the v;ord "Vigour", 
also to express its actual power and substance, the very sap of 
the heavenly constitution. This in its
(I). In this doctrine, I still persist, and therefore Westphal
is no less ignorant than unjust, in comparing me to aiKc&L. What
does he find dubious or equivocating in the doctrine, that the
body of Christ is truly spiritual food, by whose substance our souls
are fed and live, and that this is fulfilled to us in the Supper
not less really than it is figured by the external symbols? Only
let no one falsely imagine that the body is, as it were, brought
down from Heaven, and enclosed in the bread, This exception offends
Westphal. and he explains that I am an eel, which cannot be held
by its tail.
Opera IX. p. 667. tj:raetsjlp. 278. 2nd. Defence.
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glorified state Is all "Life and Spirit", a bod./ of course 
still; but not such as belongs to our present mortal condition. It is 
capable thus of reaching over, by the Spirit, and we may say also in 
the Spirit into the souls of His people on earth; as the hea-l is able 
to live itself, in a lower sphere, with its members, or the root into 
its branches independently of all local eont act! (I). 
WESTPHAL. Clouds 1. Clouds! Spare us, if ytou please, those transcend­ 
ental flights. We have^ no wings, to soar to regions GO high and rare, 
Seriously, we do not want to philosophise in the matter, feet us 
stick to the plain sense of the Bible. What is the voice of reason, 
with its carnal perplexities and plausibilities, over against the 
voice of Christ? (2).
(1). Because I say, th.it Christ dwelling in us raises us to Himself, 
and transfuses the life-giving vigour of His flesh into us, just as we 
are invigorated by the vital warmth of the rays of the sun, and again, 
that Christ, while remaining in Heaven, descends to us by His virtue, 
he charges me with overturning the faith of the Church, as if I were 
denying that Christ gives us His body. But when I say that Christ de­ 
scends to us by His virtue, I -'eny thnt I am substituting something 
different, '.vhich is to have the effect of abolishing the gift of His 
body. 
Opera IX. p 668. Tracts.2p. 229. Mutual Consent.
(2). There is no ground for what vVestphal trumpets forth with regard 
to a conflict between theology and philosophy. For it is not philos­ 
ophy which dictates to UG either that human flesh io endued with 
spiritual virtue, so as to give life to.our souls, or that this life 
breath s from Heaven, or that we gain effectual possession of the 
same life under the external symbol of bread. Nothing of the kind 
lies within the reach of common cense, or can come forth from 
schools of philosophy. 
Opera. !>:. p. 670. $racts# p. 289. 2nd. Defence.
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.-ould a hundred times rather die, than weigh the smallest
single word of Christ against the whole world of philosphy. My theo- 
- logy comes from another quarter. It is not philosophy which teaches 
either that lur-an flesh is endowed with lifer-diving virtue, or that 
this life breathes from Heaven, or that we come into possession of it 
efficaciously under the outward symbol of bread, Nothing of the sort 
falls in with common sense, or comes forth from the philosophical 
schools. The word of Him who founded the Sacrament, is held up to us 
in opposition. But what is it that He says? That 14e gives us His own 
body. This promise I reverently embrace, not stopping in what is 
before the eyes only, the mere bread and wine, but accepting by faith, 
the life itself, which, proceeding from Christ's flesh and blood, is 
secretly conveyed into our very souls. The charge of substituting 
philosophy for God's word, holds in truth only against the other 
side. It is Westphal who theorises here, not Calvin! (I).
(I). I would rather perish a hundred times than put one little word 
of Christ into the balance, and counterweigh it by the whole body of 
philosophy, as Westphal demands. Unjustly, therefore, does estphal 
charge us with leaning more on the dictates of philosophy than. on the 
Word of G-od. I in my turn, admonish him to lay aside his petulance, 
and allow him :elf to be instpcted in the genuine meaning of the WORD 
of GOD. If he will not, I must leave him and the phantom which he 
absurdly discovers in the words of Christ. 
Opera. IX. p. 670. 
Tracts .Up. 290. 2nd. Defence.
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WESTPHAj, it i s fine for you to talk in that style! Your theory 
is made up of speculation; and is so full of riddles and specula­ 
tions that a plain Bible Christian, like myself, must puzzle himself 
in vain to say what it means. It may be questioned vhether you 
understand your own meaning.
CALVIN. God knows the simplicity and honesty of my faith, while I am 
not ashamed freely to acknowledge here the helplessness of my poor 
understanding. St. Paul himself, :ronounces the whole subject a 
"great, mystery", oo I feel it to be in my inmost soul. My faith 
bows before it in childlike homage.
The above dialogic reproduces the argument of '.Yestphal and Calvin, 
omitting the personalities exchanged between the two in the course 
of the heated controversy. Te cannot but recognise that in his 
dealing with his adversary, Calvin returns to the clearer testimony 
of his earlier writings. *e shall have occasion later to refer to 
the Yestphal-Calvin literature, when we sh 11 discuss the charge of 
Ambiguity, and Inconsistency that is so often levelled against our 
writer, for it is in these controversial treatises of Calvin, that 
we find his teaching in its clearest and most de inite form. D-;::mergue 
has noted (I) this fact, and remarks how in the Second Sacramental 
~ar, 'Calvin wac forced to enter into less abstract explanations 
of his doctrine. Stahelin (2) has summarised that doctrine in a 
series of propositions which can all fre substantiated by reference 
to the passages which we have quoted as our authority for this short, 
imaginary dialogue.
(1) . Douaergue . Vol . 5 . ^age 558•
(2). I Page 222.
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up of Calvin's Teaching., .on .the Lord.* I Supper
JL. In the action of the Lord's Supper, there is a real objective 
communication of Christ to the participants.
II. Dread and .Vine are Pledges of the certainty of this communication 
by virtue of the promise that Christ is willing to communicate 
Himself anew, as often as the 3acrament is celebrated.
III. That which Christ communicates, is Himself, according to His
Godhead, and Manhood, spirit and bory
J3[. From the substance of His glorified body, which is essentially
Power (::raft), there comes, a real ^nergy, a living Energy, into the
centre (Mittelpunkt) of our immortal being or soul.
£. This takes place in no local fashion, as if this power moved
through the space between Christ and us. It takes place illocally
by an Almighty act of the Holy Ghost.
VI. We have therefore not to seek Christ locally in the Bread, but to
raise our minds and thoughts to Him in Heaven, and to expect this
communication from there.
711. This objective communication is not effected through an act of
faith on our part, but rather through an Almighty act of Christ, and
of the Holy Ghost.
VIII. It depends not on the degree of faith which we possess, but it 
takes place even if the communicant is positively godless.
IX. But only they who are in a state of faith, (Glaubcnszustand j , can 
receive the Christ, who communicates Himself to us.
X. The others repel Him and His real communication, while the former 
whatever degree of faith they possess, are advanced therin through 
the new communication of Christ, ', I).
(I). Stahelin. II. page 222.
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Calvin's Final Teaching. 
EDITIOH OF THE INSTITUTES OF 1^9.
We have now come to the 3rd Edition of the Institutes (l) (that of 
Geneva of 1559), a "work as new, compared with that of 1539, as the 
latter was new, compared with that of 1536. *(2) It is the ripe 
fruit of Calvin's doctrine, free from the Obliquities of the 
Consensus Tigurinus. It is not an Ironical writing,(Priedenscrift), 
for, as Wernle says, it clearly shows that all Calvin's efforts 
towards mediation have been frustrated and shattered (es lasst deut- 
lich erkennen dass Calvin's Versohnungsplan gescheitert ist.) (3) 
Here he states his doctrine in clear and unequivocal terms. The 
bitterness of the attacks of Westphal and his followers have left 
a deep mark upon his soul. And yet, it is the pure milk of Calvin's 
doctrine that we have set before us, In 1559. Stahelin (4) has 
shown by lengthy quotations that the teaching on the Lord's Supper 
in the editions of 1536 and 1559 are the same in essence. In the 
later edition, however, we have a more exhaustive treatment of the 
subject. In 1559, Calvin places in the forefront the question of 
the END AND REASOH for the Institution of the Supper. The burtoing 
question as to how Christ's body is present, he characterises as 
vain and curious (auf das Konto der Neugier) (5). He discusses 
this only after the religious worth of the Sacrament has been 
clearly stated.
I. THE END FOE WHICH OUR LORD INSTITUTED THIS HOLY SACRAMENT. 
1st. The Sacrament of the Lord's Supper exhibits to us the meaning 
and importance of the death of Christ.
"After God has once received us into His family, it is not that He 
asy regard us in the light of servants, but of sons. He provides 
for our maintenance during the whole course of our life. And not 
contented with this, He has been pleased by a pledge, to assure us 
of His continued liberality. To this end, He has given another 
Sacrament toMsChurcehandonlyegotten Son,
(1) Joannis Calvini Institutio Christianae Religionis. A. Tholuck 
Chapter 17, pages 400-441. Donze - La saint* cene d'apfes 
Calvin. Strasbourg 1857
(2) Doumergue II.8
(3) Wernle John Calvin p. 114.
(4) Stahelin - John Calvin I. p.69 
x 5) ^ernle p. 105.
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> a spiritual feast, at which Christ testifies that He Him­ 
self is Living Bread. First, then, the signs are bread and wine, 
which represent the spiritual food which we receive from the body 
and blood of Christ. - - - God continually supplies the food by 
which He may sustain and preserve us in the life to which He has 
begotten us by His Word. Moreover, Christ, is the only food of 
our souls, and, therefore, our Heavenly Father invites us to Him, 
that refreshed by Him, we may ever and anon gather new vigour, 
until we reach the Heavenly immortality. - - - We now, therefore, 
understand the END which the mystical benediction has in view, viz., 
to assure us that the body of Christ was once sacrificed for us. 
so that we may now eat it^ and eating, feel within ourselves the 
efficacy of that one sacrifice - that His blood was once shed for 
us so as to be our perpetual drink" (1).
2nd. The Sacrament of the Lord*3 Supper is a testimony that we 
fora one body in Christ. and that everything which is His, we may 
call our own. Christ becomes our property. (2) This is a fact of 
which we have in this Sacrament quite as striking a proof as if 
Christ himself were placed in bodily presence before our view, 
or handled by our hands. Christ is our spiritual food. He is 
the Bread of Life. Thanks to these words which cannot deceive us, 
"Take, eat and drink. This is my body which is broken for you* 
This is my blood which is shed for the remission of your sins," 
We have an assurance, not only that Christ's body and blood are 
ours, but that they are ours for the nourishment of our spiritual 
life. (1) "For when bread is given us as a symbol of the body 
of Christ, we must immediately think of the following similitude. 
A3 bread nourishes, sustains and protects our bodily life; so the 
body of Christ is the only food to invigorate and keep alive
(1) Tholuck. 401 Section I. Cpf Commentary on Luke XXII. 19 
Also De Coena.
(2) Destrech. page 19-
(3) Tholuok. 402 Section 3
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the soul. When we behold wine set forth as symbol of the blood, 
we must think that suoh use as wine serves to the body, the same 
is bestowed spiritually by the blood of Christ; and the use is to 
foster, refresh, strengthen and invigorate. And if we duly con­ 
sider what profit we have gained by the Breaking of His Sacred 
Body and the Shedding of His Blood, we shall clearly perceive that 
these properties of bread and wine, agreeably to this analogy, 
must appropriately represent it, when they are communicated to us", 
(1) The importance of the Sacrament does not reside then simply in 
the Holding Forth of the Body of Christ, in HIS corporal presence, 
but rather in the confirmation of the promise whereby he testifies 
to us that He is the Bread of Life. "The Bread which I will give, 
is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world." It is 
always to be remembered then, that the Bread of Life draws all its 
nutriment from His sufferings and from His death and also its 
permament value.
II. HOW THE BENEFITS OF THE SACRAMENT BECOMES OURS. 
The next section discusses the application of the benefits offered 
to us by Christ. The Gospel applies these benefits, but the 
Lord's Supper does it more clearly. Christ there offers Himself 
to us with all His benefits and blessings and we receive Him in 
faith. We are not to suppose that the Supper makes Christ for 
the first time the Bread of Life. It calls to remembrance rather 
that Christ was made the Bread of Life that we may constantly eat 
Him, and it gives us a taste and relish for that Bread, and makes 
us feel its efficacy. Once and for all Christ gave Himself and 
became the Bread of Life, when he gave Himself, to be crucified 
for the redemption of the world. Daily he gives Himself, when 
in the Word of the Gospel, he offers Himself to be partaken by us 
and seals that offer by the sacred mystery of the Supper. "He 
there accomplishes inwardly, what he externally designates". 
(3) Hitherto, Calvin has been speaking in general terms, but
1) Tholuck. 402. Sections 3 and 4.
2) do 403- Section 5.
! 3) do IV. 17. Section 5. page 403
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now he confesses that there is no common agreement as to the 
manner of the application. 'All are not agreed as to the Mode 
of partaking of Him." (1) "For there are some who define the 
eating of the flesh of Christ, and the drinking of His Blood, to 
be, in one word, nothing more than believing in Christ Himself. 
But Christ seems to have intended to teach something more express 
and more sublime in that noble discourse, in which he recommends 
the eating of His flesh, - viz., that we are quickened by the 
true partaking of Him, which he designated by the terms Eating 
and Drinking, lest anyone should suppose that the life which we 
obtain from Him is obtained by simple knowledge. For as it is 
not the sight but the eating of the bread that gives nourishment 
to the body, so the soul must partake of Christ truly and thor­ 
oughly, that by his energy it may gronrup into7 eternal life. 
Meanwhile, we admit that this is nothing else than the eating of 
faith, end that no other eating can be imagined. But there is 
this difference between their mode of speaking and mine. Accord­ 
ing to them,to eat is merely to believe , while I maintain that 
the flesh of Christ is eaten by believing. In this way, the 
Lord was pleased, by calling Himself the Bread of Life, not only 
£o teach that our salvation is treasured up in the faith of His 
death and Resurrection, but also, by virtue of true communication 
with Him, His Life passes into us and becomes ours, just as bread 
when taken for food, gives vigour to the body." (2) 
This is a clear assertion of the Mystical Union. This real and 
inward communion is not merely a union with Christ's Godhead or 
Spirit, but with His Glorified Body.
^K A^K ̂ ^^^ «M «^«M 4M»«M» M*M»«^» f^fe «W «MW*^» ̂M»-^B» «»**»^^«B»^*»
*^ ••«•» •» ••»••• ̂ M «•»••• (•a»«g^^Mt««^^«»«»>'«»«»W»««»i*»^»
(1) Tholuok IV. 17. Section 5- page 403.
(2) do page 404.
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"Nor am I satisfied with the view of those who, while 
acknowledging that we have some kind of communion with God, 
only make us partakers of the Spirit, omitting all mention of 
the flesh and blood. As if it were said to no purpose that His 
flesh is meat indeed, and His blood is drink indeed and that we 
have no life, unless we eat that flesh, and drink that blood 
and so forth." (I) . Calvin does not profess to give an 
explanation of the J1HQ1" of this mystical union. It is a 
mystery which he feels, but is unable to comprehend with his 
mind. He does not wish to measure its sublimity by his feeble 
capacity. Doumergue (2) commends this confession on the part 
of Calvin. "I know that some will reply, All this does not 
explain the problem. I know what I shall reply. There is in 
this honest statement of the problem, in this effort to solve 
it, and in this confessed incapacity to solve it, more theology 
more true theology ——— than in all the solutions which have 
been proposed."
Calvin no% sets forth a summary of his view of the mystery, 
"not ioubting its truth, and therefore trusting that it will 
not be disproved by pious breafets." (I).
"First of all we were taught by the Scriptures that Christ 
was from the beginning the Living Word of the Father, The 
Fountain end the Origin of Life , rrom which all things should 
always receive life.
Hence John calls tlim the Word of Life y and at another time 
says that in Him was Life . But when man became alienated from 
God by sin, he lost this communication of life, and saw death 
on every side impending over him. It was necessary then, in 
order that man might regain the hope of immortality that he
(1) Tholuck. 404 Section 7.
(2) Doumergue Vol. 5, Page 563.
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should be restored to the communion of that Word of Life. 
To effect this, the Word became Plesh, and began to dwell 
in our nature. And this very flesh in which He resides, He 
makes vivifying for us. By partaking of it, we feed for 
immortality. "I am" He says, "the Bread of Life, I am the 
Living Bread which came down from Heaven. And the bread 
that I will give, is My flesh, which I will give for the 
life of the world." (John VI. 48.51) By these words; 
Christ declares, not only that He is Life, inasmuch as He 
is the eternal Son of God, wfao came down from Heaven, but by 
coming down, gave vigour to the flesh which He assumed, that 
a communication of Life to us might there emanate. Hence 
too, He adds, that His flesh is meat indeSd, and that His 
blood is drink indeed and that by this food, believers are 
reared (educantur) to eternal life. The pious, therefore, 
have admirable comfort in this, that they now find life in 
their own flesh. For they not only reach it by easy access, 
but have it spontaneously set before them, let them only 
throw open the doors of their hearts, that they may take it 
into their embrace and they will obtain it (I)." 
But this power to be the Bread of Life, does not reside in 
Christ's Plesh as Flesh, but because it is the Flesh of the 
Son of Man enthroned in Majesty and Power and Glory. Here 
we have a restatement of the truth .already commented (2) on 
in our discussion oi' the 1st Edition of the Institutes (1556) 
And here Calvin further explains himself by a familiar
(1) Tholuck p. 405. Section 8.
(2) Thesis p. 120.
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illustration. "As water is at one time drunk out of a 
fountain, at another drawn, at another led away by conduits 
to irrigate the fields, and yet does not flow forth of itself 
for all these uses, but is taken from its source, which, with 
perennial flow, ever and anon, sends forth a new and 
sufficient supply, so the flesh of Christ is like a rich 
and inexhaustible fountain, which transfuses into us the 
life flowing forth from the Godhead into itself." 
He now breaks into exclamation at a truth so obvious to 
himself. "Who does not see that the communion of the flesh 
and blood of Christ is necessary to all who aspire to the
Holy Life?" (I) lie next quotes Ephesians V, 32, to prove
*t 
how intimate the Communion is r . We perceive that all these
things cannot possibly take place unless He adheres to us 
wholly in body and in spirit. But the very close connection 
which unites us to His flesh, Paul illustrated with still 
more splendid epithets, when he said that "we are members of 
His body, of His Plesh, and of His bones." (Ephes. V. 32) 
The sum is, that the flesh and blood of Christ feed our 
souls, just as bread and wine support our corporal life. 
For there would be no aptitude in the signs, did not our 
souls find their nourishment in Christ. This could not be, 
did not Christ freely form one with us, and refresh us by 
the taking of His flesh, and the drinking of His blood." (2). 
Calvin now comes to more exact explanations as to HOW this 
mystical communion is attained. He recognises that it would 
seem an incredible thing that the flesh of Christ, while at 
such a distance from us in respect of space, should be food
(1) Tholuck p. 406. Section 9.
(2) do. Section 10.
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us, but as in former writings, so here, he answers that it is 
accomplished by means of the secret virtue of the Holy Spirit. 
"But though it seems an incredible thing that the flesh of Christ, 
while at such a distance from us in respect of place, should be 
food to us, let us remember how far the secret virtue of the Holy 
Spirit surpasses all our conceptions, and how foolish it is to 
wish to measuie its immensity by our feeble capacity. Therefore 
what our mind does not comprehend, let faith conceive - viz: that 
the Spirit truly unites things separated by space".(I). 
We have here no mention of the Lift ing up of our souls to heaven y 
which Doumergue characterises as a "Mere suggestion on the part of 
Calvin, who does not propound it as a final solution" . (2) 
Christ communicates Himself to us through an almighty act of the 
Holy Spirit.
He now comes to the question as to When Christ communicates Himself 
to us, and he says quite clearly that the Lord's Supper is not 
merely a Pledge that a real Mystical fellowship Exists between the 
communicant and Christ. It is a pledge that Christ communicates 
Himself Anew. "That sacred communion of flesh and blood by which 
Christ transfuses His life into us, just as if it penetrated our 
bones and marrow, He testifies and seals in the Supper, and that, 
not by presenting a vain and empty sign, but by exerting an 
efficacy of the Spirit, by which He fulfils what He promises, and 
truly, the thing there signified He exhibits and offers to all who 
sit down at that spiritual feast, although it is received by 
believers only". (3)
1. Tholuck, Section 10 Pages 406, 407.
2. Doumergue V. p. 263 •
. Tholuck. Section 10 p.406.
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"We duly infer from the exhibition of the symbol that the thing 
itself is exhibited".
It is here that Prof. Lindsay finds the element in Calvin's 
theory which enabled him to convince Luther that he held that 
there was a real presence of Christ's body in the sacrament of 
the Lord's Supper. "Calvin was willing to call the elements 
signs of the body and blood of the Lord, but while Z wingli 
called them signs which represent (Signa Representiva) what 
was absent, Calvin insisted on calling them signs which Exhibit 
(Signa Exhibitiva) what was present". (i) This is further 
explained by the following quotation. "I say then, that in the 
iqystery of the Supper, by the symbols of the bread and wine, 
Christ, His body and His bloQd, are truly exhibited to us, that 
in them He fulfilled all obedience, in order to procure 
righteousness for us - 1st. that we might become one body with 
Him; and 2nd. that being made partakers of His substance, we 
might feel the result of this fact in the participation of all 
His benefits". (2) 
In clear language, Calvin sums up his position as follows.
He sees in the mystery of the Supper, Two things. 
1, The Corporal Signs, which, presented to the eye, represent in­ 
visible things in a manner adapted to our weak capacity. 
11- Tne Spiritual Truth r which is at once figured and exhibited 
in the signs. 
He considers that its Nature includes Three things.
I. The thing Meant r which consists in the promises which are in 
a manner included in the Signs.
II. The Matter or Substance which is Christ f With His Death, and 
Resurrection.
III. The Effect - Redemption, Justification, Sanctification,
Eternal Life, and all other Benefits which Christ bestows upon us.
(2)
I. Lindsay, Reformation, Vol. 2. P.59- 
II. Tholuok, Section ii p. 407-
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III.
Erroneous Conceptions of the Lord's Supper. 
(Chap. 17. Sects. 11-25, Chap. 18).
THE ROMAN CATHOLIC DOCTRIp. (A).
The Council of Trent was opened by Pope Paul III, on 13th Dec. 
1545, and lasted with long interruptions till the 4th Dec. 1563- 
The 13th Session dealt with the De Eucharistiae Sacramento (11 OCT 
1551). The Doctrina de Sacriflcio Missae was discussed at the 
22nd Session (Sept. 17 1562).
In the 3rd Edition of the Institutes (1559), Calvin #ives a clear 
exposition of his views on the Roman Catholic doctrine. 
He deals in Book IV, Chap. 17, with Transubstantiation, etc. 
and in Chap 18, with the' Mass.
(a), gransub s t ant iat i on.
In his discussion of this subject, he makes at the outset a clear 
distinction between the presence of Christ in the sacrament, and 
the local presence of Christ in the bread.
"??e are not to dream of such a presence of Christ in the sacrament 
as the artificers of the Romish Court imagined, as if the body 
of Christ, locally present? were to be taken into the hand, and 
chewed by the teeth and swallowed by the throat. 
That is but to revive the Confession of Berengarius. 
The body of Christ is bounded according to the invariable rule 
in the human body, and is contained in heaven. It is unlawful 
to bring it back under the corruptible elements, or to imagine 
it everywhere present, and there is no need of this corporal 
presence, in order to ensure our partaking of it, since, as we 
have already seen, the Spirit unites us to Christ. He is a kind 
of Channel by which everything that Christ Has and Is, is derived 
to us". (1)•
imm MB. MP M» «•• w M^VMOMr ̂ ~ *•»•«• ̂ »«^«»«*^»»»«i»*»»«»**^"»«i» *•»
(I). Tholuck, Sect. 12. p. 407-
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"For if we see that the sun, in sending forth its rays upon the 
earth, to generate, cherish, and invigorate, in a manner transfuses 
its substance into it, why should the radiance of the Spirit be less 
in conveying to us the communion of His flesh and blood? 
Wherefore the Scripture, when it speaks of our participation with 
Christ, refers its whole efficacy to the Spirit ".
Here we have the familiar Dynamic concept ion,which we have already 
met with in all Calvin's previous writings.
Prof. Lindsay is of opinion that it was in his study of the mediaev­ 
al idea of Transubstantiation, that Calvin found the basis of his 
own doctrine(I ) .
" He wnt back to the mediaeval doctrine of Transubstantiation, and 
asked whether it gave him a true conception of what was meant by 
substance. He decided that it did not, and believed that the root" 
thought in substance was not dimension in space, but Power. The 
substance of a body consists in its power, active and passive, and 
the presence of the substance of anything consists in the immediate 
application o£, that power. When Luther and Zwingli had spoken of 
Substance in relation to the body of Christ, they had always in their 
mind the thought of something extended in space; and the one affirm­ 
ed,while the other denied, that this body of Christ, this something 
extended in space, could be and was present in the sacrament of the 
Supper. Calvin's cozieci/kion of Substance enabled him to say that 
wherever anything Acts, there it Is. He denied the crude^substanti­ 
al* presence which Luther insisted upon, but he affirmed such a real 
because Active presence."(I).
This -3 HA iiarmoiiy with wliat we have already said in our discussion 
of the 1st Edit, of the Institutes (1536).
Calvin had no need of a theory of Transubstantiation. He held it to 
be a fiction that "the bread is converted into the body of Jesus 
Christ ...... that Christ, in order to conceal Himself under the
figure of the bread, reduces the substance to nothing". (2).
I. Lindsay, Vol 2. p. 59.
II. THOLUCK. SECT. 14. p. 409.
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Besides this, Transubstantiation is in direct opposition to Script­ 
ure. "The three Evangelists, and Paul relate that Jesus took bread, 
and after giving thanks, brake it, and gave it to His disciples, say­ 
ing; 'Take, eat, this is My body which is given or broken for you'... 
What Christ takes into His hands... He declares to be His body, but 
he had taken bread, and, therefore, who sees not that what is given, 
is still bread? (1) Paul expresses himself thus, 'The bread which we 
break', and what is a sacrament, if there is not an external sign 
which renders sensible to us the grace of which it is the means? How 
could Christ say to us that it is the bread which nourishes our souls, 
if He did not present to us, true bread, material bread, which would 
figure the spiritual bread?
Besides, the sacred writers have not written, 'This is changed into 
My body;.'Est' never means 'Is Transubstantiated'.
The Evangelists and St Paul add that the Lord took the cup and gave it 
to the disciples, saying, 'This is My blood shed for you in remission 
of sins'. The formula, 'This Cup is the new testament in ray blood* 
which one meets in Luke and Paul, has the same sense, as that which 
is reported by Matthew and Mark. From this, it evidently results, that 
the Cup, i.e., the wine in the cup, is the Testament, or Guarantee 
that the blood of Christ is given to us, that our alliance with God 
is ratified. Now what would become of the Guarantee of our covenant 
with God, if the wine were not there in substance? To take the words 
of the Institution literally, as the partisans of Tr-msubstantiation 
do, there is no reason for not admitting also that the cup changes 
substance, and disappears like the bread". (I)
I. Tholuck. Section. 20. p. 414. end Commentary on Matt. 26 and 26.
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Transubstantiation is also contrary to the faith of the ancient 
church.
"I admit, indeed, that some of the ancients occasionally used 
the term, Conversion, not that they meant to do away with the 
substance in the external signs, but to teach that the bread of 
the sacrament is different from ordinary bread, in the sense 
that it is consecrated for a new use...Thus in speaking of 
Baptism, the Fathers acknowledge that there operates a conversion 
there, since, a corruptible element like water, becomes the 
spiritual laver of the soul, and yet no one denies that it remains 
water...Besides, they all agree in saying that the bread and wine 
are the earthly signs of the body and blood of Christ....In short, 
why make the Lord descend into the elements, and substitute Him 
for them, rather than leave Him in the heavens, where He has 
gotoe, no more to leave them, according to the Scriptures...It 
is there alone, that He is present in the body, and ought to be 
adored...We do not read in the accounts of the institution of 
the Supper, that the disciples adored the sacrament, that they 
made an idol of the bread. It is written that we ought to raise 
our hearts on high, to adore there, Christ seated in the heavenly 
glory. (Colos. III. 2).". (1).
Calvin, in this chapter, comments on several other abuses associa­ 
ted with the Roman Catholic Church.
Commualon once a. year.
The custom which prescribes comraunion once a year is an "invention 
of the devil, for it involves spiritual indolence for all the 
rest of the year. Chrysostom protests against such ideas. He 
complains that the people did not receive the sacrament during 
the rest of the year, even when prepared for it, but only at 
Easter, though unprepared.. .The fathers of this period, conform­ 
ing to the practice of the apostolic church, recommend the 
frequent use of the supper". (1).
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The Denial of the Cup to the laity. (I).
This Roman Catholic custom is another device of Satan."It annuls 
the ordinance of the Lord Himself who har said, 'Drink ye all of it. 1 
But the Roman Catholics reply, "Jesus Christ distributed the cup to 
His disciples as to sacrificers, i.e. as to Priests. 1 Where did the 
Church see that in Scripture? Was it not rather as Christians, that 
the twelve received the cup from the hand of the Lord? 
In short, if the Lord had found worthy of receiving the cup, only 
the Sacrificers or Priests, would the fathers have dared to call to 
the participation in the cup, those who would have been excluded by 
Him? Would they have dared, Tertullian, Ambrose, Jerome, Chrysostom, 
Gelasius, to do this? The Fathers mention the use of the two elements 
not only for the Priests, but also for the believers. Further, why 
deprive lay communicants of one of the two signs when the Lord made 
use of both- showing that in Him alone, are the two things necessary 
for life - eating and drinking?" (I).
"But", continues the Roman Catholic Church," a single element suffic 
es, - the bread, for the body contains the blood by Concomitance? 
"The height of audacity," replies Calvin,"Why not then, suppress all 
the Sacraments, since Christ would be able to render us participants 
of His flesh and His blood, without any external aid?" (I).
THE MASS. (2).
In Chapter 18 of the 3rd. Edition, Calvin deals with the Mass. 
Transubstantiation is the condition previous to the Mass. The Mass 
is the logical result of Transubstantiation. (3). By Transubst&nt- 
iation and similar inventions, (2) "Satan has attempted to adulterate 
and envelope the Sacred Supper of Christ as with thick darkness, 
that its purity might not be preserved to the Church. *
(1). Tholuck. 439. Section 47. & 48. 
Commentary on Matt. XXVI. 27.
(2). Tholuck page 441. Section I. Chapter XVIII.
(3). Bourne rgue V. 345.
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The Mass in its turn, produces 5 consequences all equally anti-evange­ 
lical.
1st., It offergi intolerable blasphemy and insult to Christ. 
"He was not appointed Priest and Pontiff by the Father for a time mere 
-ly, as priests were appointed in the Old Testament. Since their life 
was mortal, their Priesthood could not be immortal, and hence there 
was need of successors. But Christ, being immortal, had not the least 
occasion to have a vie- r substituted for Him. Wherefore He w<-5S appoin­ 
ted by His Father to be a Priest for ever after the order of Melch- 
izedek, that he might eternally exercise a permanent Priesthood" (I). 
2nd. The Mass overthrows the Gross of Christ by setting UP an altar. 
"For if, on the Cross, He offered Himself in sacrifice that He might 
sanctify us for ever, and purchase for us eternal redemption, un­ 
doubtedly, the power and efficacy of His sacrifice continues without 
end. Otherwise, we should not think more honourably of Christ than 
of the oxen and calves which were sacrificed under the Law, the offer­ 
ing of which proved to be inefficacious, because often repeated • (2). 
3rd. , The Mass banishes the remembrance of Christ^ death. 
"If Jesus Christ is sacrificed at each Mass, He must be cruelly slain 
every moment in a thousand places. This is not my argument, but the 
Apostle's when he says, 'Nor yet that He should offer Himself ,of ten, 
for then oust He often have suffered since the foundation of the 
world." (3 X .
4th. , The Mass robs us of the benefits of Christ's death. 
"For the doctrine which is disseminated by the ministers of Satan, 
and which, in the present day, they defend by clamour, fire and sword 
is that when we offer Christ to the Father in the Mass, we, by the 
work of oblation, obtain remission of sins, and become partakers of 
the sufferings of Christ. What is now left for the sufferings of 
Christ, but to be an example of redemption, that we may thereby learn 
to be our own Redeemers?" (4).
). TBoiuok. 442. Chap. 13. Section. 2
I ' do' ?1!' ——————-§ee*ion. 3.'
(4) do' lit' ——- '——Section. 5.1-U. do. 445. ——.——-._Seotlon- 6.
234.
5th., The Mass abolishes the Lord's Supper. 
"While the Supper itself is a gift of God, which was to be 
received with thanksgiving, the sacrifice of the Mass pretends 
to give a price to God to be received as satisfaction. As widely 
as giving differs from receiving, does Sacrifice differ from 
the Sacrament of the Supper". (1).
"The merciless enumeration continues", says Doumergue, (2). These 
errors have opened the way to private masses which destroy the 
common participation in the Supper' . ^he Supper was to be 
dispensed at the public meeting of the Church, to remind us of 
the communion by which we are all united to Jesus Christ. This 
communion, the private mass dissolves, and tears asunder. The 
private masses more resemble an excommunication, than that 
communion ordained by the Lord". (1).
Calvin was unsparing in his polemic against the Church of Rome. 
His Canons of the Council of Trent with the Antidote*, was a 
systematic analysis and review, and notwithstanding all that 
has been written on the subject, its usefulness as a complete 
Protestant manual, has not been superseded.
III. B. Erroneous Conceptions of the Lord's Supper. -
•The Lutheran. (III).
We have already said that when Calvin produced the last edition 
of the Institutes (1559), he was still under the influence of 
the Westphal controversy. He had not the same hopes now of a 
great united Protestant Confession, and he subjects the Lutheran 
theory to a keen and gearohin^ analysis. He rejects entirely 
Consubstantation. Ubiquity, and the partaking of Unbelievers. 
The Lutheran^ had said that the body of Christ is present In, 
With and Under the eleinents of the Holy Supper, which elements 
nevertheless preserve their substance. He would not object to 
the phrase, 'the inclusion of Christ under the bread 1 , if they 
would explain this to mean that when the bread is held forth in
tJijLj3jij>r^j>jTt_,__an_ exhibi_tj.pn _of _the_
(I). Tholuck, Section, 7. p. 446.
(II). Doumergue, V. p. 346.
(III). Tholuck, Section, 16. p. 411-
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annexed, because the truth is inseparable from the sign. "But they 
explain the presence of the body of Christ under the bread and wine 
by saying that it is present everywhere. They attach to the body 
an ubiquity which is contrary to its nature.
They insist that the body of Christ is invisible and immense, so 
that it may be hid under the bread."(I). "The Lutherans do not hesit­ 
ate to assert that the dimensions of Christ's flesh are not more 
circumscribed than those of heaven and earth.(2). They say that if 
the Lord was incarnate and enclosed in the limits of a human body, 
whilst His body has always been infinite as the heavens, it was by a 
kind of dispensation, in order that He might perform what was neces­ 
sary for our salvation." But that, according to Calvin, is pure 
Marc i oni sm ( 2) . Some employ a more subtle evasion, "that the body 
which is given in the sacrament t is glorious and immortal, and that 
therefore, there is no absurdity in its being contained under the 
sacrament in various places or in no place and no form." (2) "But 
if, since it is a question of the body of Christ, we ask ourselves 
what body the Lord Jesus gave to His disciples, we are forced to 
acknowledge that it could only be His mortal body, which was to be 
delivered up shortly, and not His glorious body." (2). The Lord was 
not yet glorified. Moreover, to affirm that Christ is corporally 
under the bread and the wine, is to say that the blood is in the 
sign of the body, on the one hand, and the body in the sign of the 
blood, on the other hand." (I). "This idea of Concomitance will not 
hold, for by the confession of the Lutherans the signs (which contain 
the one, the body alone, and the other, the blood alone) were 
separately distributed by the Lord. It follows then, that as the 
bread and .vine are se arated, the one from the other, so the body 
ought to be separated from the blood, and the blood from the body. 
Besides, to enclose Christ under the elements, is to injure His 
heavenly glory, and to place Him everywhere, is to ascribe to His 
human nature, an attribute which does not properly pertain to it. "(3).
(1). Section, 16 p. 411.
(2). Sections, 17, p. 412
(3)• Section. 19- p. 413.
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The Consubstantiation of the Lutherans is also Contrary to the Holy 
Scripture. (I).
The Lutherans take the words literally, in spite of numerous passages 
in the holy books which support the Symbolical interpretation. 
"When John says, 'The Holy Ghost was not yet given, because that Jes­ 
us was not yet glorified*, the literal sense is impossible, for no 
one would deny the eternal essence of the Holy Spirit (2)." 
St Augustine maintains, speaking of the sacraments," that because of 
their similitude to the things which they symbolise ( without which 
they ^ould not be sacraments,) they bear the name of these things." 
(3). It is thus that the bread which figures in the Sacrament of the 
Supper, the body of Christ, takes the name of the body of Christ. It 
is quite simply Metonymy. There is thus only one way of understanding 
the words of the institution- the Sacramental way.
Calvin now seeks to answer certain Objections which the Lutherans are 
wont to make to his particular theory.
A. "To seek the true and natural sense hidden in the words of the 
Lord, rather than to stick to their form", one says," You show a 
lack of faith,". "Ko% replies Calvin, "To examine attentively the 
words of the master, as we do, is, on the contrary, to hold them in 
great consideration. It is to bow with respect before their authori­ 
ty." (4)
B; They give out that we are so wedded to human reason f that we 
attribute nothing more to the power of God than the order of Nature 
admits.But, is it indeed a Rationalist doctrine that teaches that 
Christ nourishes our souls with His flesh, as our bodies are nourish­ 
ed with bread and wine? To maintain that the flesh has the virtue of 
vivifying souls, that our souls take from the flesh that remains in 
heaven, Spiritual and heavenly life., is that to maintain things 
conforming to human reason? 1* (4)
I. Tholuck. Section.21. p. 415.
II. do. 22. p. 416.
III. do. 21. p. 415.
IV. do. 23 & 24. pages. 417 & 418.
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<L. "They reproach us with detracting from the infinite power of God. 
But is it a question of what God can do, for example, that the body of 
Jesus Christ, which has, like all other bodies, a certain dimension, 
occupies a certain place, is infinite, occupies several places at once 
or does not occupy any space, is impalpable, and invisible, in a word, 
that it is no more boay? Ho, we do not diminish the power of God. It 
is a question with us of a mystery, ariti not of a thing which can be 
explained naturally". (1).
"St Augustine, whose support they claim, says in a Tractate (Johann 60 
that Christ is not everywhere present. In so far as He is man, He is 
in heaven. He entered into heaven with our flesh, and does not with­ 
draw His body from thence, to make us enjoy the communion. Therefore, 
He cannot be enclosed under the bread. If one maintains, that He is 
present but in an invisible fashion, then there is no more bodily 
presence. Christ becomes a spirit, or indeed He has at the same time, 
a material body in the heaven, and a spiritual body in the Supper, in 
other words, a double body. " (2)
"This invisible presence " r says Calvin, "is contrary to Scripture" (2) 
D. "One cannot % reply our adversaries, "Sub.lect a glorified body to 
the laws of Nature. It is necessary then, that the body of Christ be 
everywhere, without any human form". "But this brings with it the 
dream of Servetus, which all pious minds justly abhor, that Christ's 
body was absorbed by His Divinity. If it is necessary to admit an 
infinite body, filling all, Christ's divine and human nature are no 
more to be distinguished. If it is necessary to admit a body, able to 
be in several places at the same time, one finds oneself in presence 
of this alternative, either one is forced to reject the Resurrection 
of bodies, or one is forced to acknowledge that in assuming the 
heavenly glory, Jesus Christ has not thrown off His human nature. Now 
He has kept flesh and blood after His resurrection, for, what would 
become of the faith in the Resurrection without that?" (3).
I. Sections. 23 and ^4. p. 416.
II. Section. 29. Tholuck. p. 423.
III. Tholuck. Sect. 2.(). p. 423.
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"It is with the Father, Jesus wishes us to contemplate Him, not 
under the elements of the Holy Supper. It is not necessary to 
seek Him here below, under the bread and wine, but in heaven. 
Let us lift up our hearts and our thoughts on high, to seek 
there the body of Christ in heaven, from where He sheds into our 
souls, by the Holy Ghost, the power of LIFE, which is the effect 
of His broken body. That is the true fashion of receiving the 
body and blood of our Lord.
This communication of Christ is not such as the Lutherans believe, 
that His body is UNDER the bread, for it takes place by virtue of 
the Holy Spirit. The eating of the body of Christ, which we 
admit, is quite as true and real as theirs 1*. (!)• 
B. "Their objection according to which, our point of view being 
granted, we only participate in the Effect of the flesh of the 
Lord; and not in the flesh itself, has no foundation, for we 
say that the flesh of Christ and the Effect of the flesh are one> 
and to receive the Life into our souls of the flesh and blood of 
Christ crucified, and to taste of its expiatory Efficacy, what 
else is this, than to eat really the flesh and to drink the 
blood of Christ". (2).
Believers & Unbelievers.
According to the Lutherans, all communicants, believers, and un­ 
believers, receive the body of Christ. Here Calvin reaffirms 
his statement that while the body of Christ is offered to all, 
it is one thing to Offer, and another thing to Receive. Faith 
is necessary, for, as Augustine says, "M9n carry away no more 
from the sacrament than they carry in the vessel of faith" . 
That is why unbelievers turn empty away. (3).
*
The Lutherans object that if unbelievers receive only bread, the
words, "This is My body", become void. To this, Calvin replies, 
that God in His goodness, offers always what the unbelievers 
Reject through want of faith. The faithless heart is like the
(I). Tholuck. Sect. 31 & 33- P- 427. f.
(II). do. Sect. 29. p. 427-
(III). do. Sect. 33- do.
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The Lutherans had defined the ^acra;:ental "at ing as that eating wher<
-by Unbelievers receive the body and blood of Christ, without the 
agency of the Spirit, and without any gracious effect. But to this, 
Calvin opposes the clear testimony of Augustine, who affirms that 
the sacrament of oiir union with the body and blood of Christ, is 
offered to some for their life, and to others for their destruction, 
while the matter of which it is the sacrament, ic to all or life, 
to none for destruction, whoever may have been the partaker. In gen­ 
eral, Calvin would sum up the teaching of Augustine in simple words 3 
and fre would claim th-t it is in entire harmony with Ms own. 
According to the 'Holy doctor 1 , the virtue of the sacrament, i.,e, 
the body itself from ?/hich this virtue is inseparable, is imparted 
to those who participate with the heart. The Visible sacrament, on 
the other hand, is received by those who eat the sacrament with the 
teeth. The unbeliever does not participate in the body and blood 
of Jesus Christ.
Augustine distinguishes between Sacramental and He^l eating, which is 
spiritual, and takes place by faith, just as one distinguishes be­ 
tween the saraments and their virtue, be .ween the sign and the thing 
signified, (I).
The Sacramental Eating , --hich is the eating of the visible sign, is 
quite different from the Op i r i t ual 7 a t in.{; which is that of the body 
of Christ.
'The other discioles ate bread which was the Lord. Judas ate the 
bread of the Lord (Homil. in Joann. 62). 'To eat the flesh nd drink 
the blood of Christ, is to dwell in Him. Whoever d?;ells in Christ, 
eats His body and drinks His blood. But he who does not dwell in 
Christ, i.,e, the Unbeliever, eats Him Eacramentally , that is to say,
does not eat Him at all 1 . 'Do not prepare your throat 1 , s-.ys Augus-
-tine, ' but your heart. ,\e receive a ..mall portion, but the heart 
is filled. It is not therefore thr.t hich ic ,-een, but that which 
is believed, that feeds'. (?). 
"Christ, according to Augustine, 'continues Calvin, "Can..
by fa^th, and if he cays somewhere that only believers receive 
His body, he means that unbelievers receive it sacraraentally. Cyril 
affirms in the same sense, that it is neceoc-ary that he who receives 
the body and the ______________________
I. Tholuck. p. 427-429, Sections. 33 and 34.
II. Contra Faustuzn. Jook 13, Chap. 16.
blood, be united to Him, be found in Christ, and Christ in him" 
In conclusion, Calvin would say, that since the body of Christ, can- 
-not be separated from its virtue, unbelievers who repel this virtue, 
although it may be offered to them, do not eat truly and really, but 
sacrarnentally, the body of Christ. This of course does not destroy 
the mystery of the Supper, as Sod offers always His grace, which
grace is Christ. (I),
III. C. 
I-.RHONEOIJS C KCEPTIJNS OF THE LOAD'S SUPP^H.
Those who sustain that to eat the body, and to ;?rink the bloQd.r,of 
Jesus Christ,...is only to believe on Him, and li.Tdt themselves to that. 
"It se~ms that the Lord Himself wished to express more than that," 
says Calvin, "for he enjoins on us the eating of His body." (2), HE 
wisher? us to feed our souls on His flesh and blood. (3), '-The Eating 
and Faith are not one and the sane thing, but the first is the result 
of the second. There is no eating of the body of Christ, unless 
there is first faith, and there is not between the eating and Faith, 
a relation of identity, but a relation of Causality. The Assimilation 
of the Body of the Lord, has faith for its cause. (2). 
"Like them? adds Calvin, "We understand the words of the Institution 
in a figurative sense, but we affirm besides, that with the sign of 
the body, we receive the true substance of the body". In the Holy 
Supper there is a gi£t, a Communication o£ ..the....Lord Jesus Christ 
Himself. To contemplate by Faith alone, does not give eternal life 
to the soul, but rather, to feed this soul with the body and blood of 
Christ, to see that Christ becomes ours. (4).
The Bread is named Body, not or.ly because it is the sign of it, but 
because it is the Testament in the body. Now the word Testament in­ 
dicates that there is in the Holy Supper, a Promise realised, a 
True Union, most intimate, with the very Person of the Saviour. If 
then, with the Q±_~n of the Body, we receive the body, if the true 
eating of the body is not only_rpjpresented to us, but presented to
us, there is in the Sacrament more than a ciimlc sign, There is a 
promise confirmed, and in consequence, there is the Means of Confirra-
ing Fa,l&l - .(5).________.____
(I). Tholuck; 429. Cect.34. (2). DO. P. 403. -oc. 5, (3.'. DO. 494. 
3cc. 6. $4). Tholuck. 403-7 Sect. 5 and 11. ^5). DO. . 407. ,,ec. II
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The Sacraments are then more than useful. They are the external 
witnesses of <?race, the Pledges of the Divine Promise. They are 
indispensible for developing and maintaining Faith.
17. 
EXHORTATIONS CONTAINED IK THE LORD'S ^UPPIR.
These exhortations are similar to those of which we have already
spoken in our discussion of the De Coena Domini. (I).
1st. TMRg'JSIVING AND PRAISE: 'since in His Divine goodness, the Lord
assures us by this mystery of the great benefits, as if He zna^e us
touch them with the ringer, ile exhorts UG by the same to be grateful
to Him for them; to celebrate a gift so precious by our Thanksgiving,
and to exalt His Goodness, by our Praises'. (?).
2nd., PROCLAMATION, AflD COHF£SSIOH OF OUR .LORD'S DIT-ATH. Christ com-
-mands us to recall His death, to Celebrate the memory of it, to 
show it forth until ^e come . That is to say, we have to confess 
publicly that by it, we have life. (3). 
3rd., PURITY AND_JHOIJS£S : OF LIFE. ^5).
4-th. t CHARITY AIID BROTHERLY vELLOWSHIP AUD MUTUAL L3-YE. Participating 
in the same symbol of the body of Christ, and uniting thuo Co Christ 
to form one body with Him, we must be united amongst ourselves. There 
must be no Hatred nor Division. Augustine calls this Sacrament, the 
"Bond of Charity". "Y.'hat stronger stimulus could be employed to ex-
-cite mutual charity, than when Christ, presenting Himself to us, 
not only invited us by His example to give and devote ournelves 
mutually to each other, but inasmuch as He, making Himself common 
to all, also makes us all to be one in Him?*1 (4).
Treatise, p. 150.(I).





THE RIGHT USE OF THE SUPPER. 
It results from these exhortations that, in order to take a true
i
part in the Sacrament of the Supper, a man should "be animated with
i 1* 
the spirit of Thanksgiving. For this reason, let each individual
descend into himself to know if seriously, with firm and living 
faith, he acknowledges Jesus Christ as #is Saviour, his righteousness 
and his Life. Unbelievers who rush forward to seize the Lord's 
Supper, do not at all discern the Lord's Body. Not having any 
spark of Faith, not believe ing that in Christ is their life, they 
repel the virtue of the Holy Spirit which would unite them to 
their Lord. They dishonour and profane it in taking the sign of 
the body". (1).
In order to communicate worthily, the Christian ought to be animated 
with a spirit of contrition. He ought to consider whether he has 
true charity; whether he is prepared to give himself to his 
brethren, and to hold himself in common with those with whom he has 
Christ in common; and whether he desires to cherish, defend and 
assist them. (1).
But as Perfection is not on earth, it is not necessary to make a 
bugbear of the Supper, to torment consciences, and to exclude from 
it all who have not perfect faith and repentance. Who has no 
faults? We can then come to the table notwithstanding our faults, 
provided that we really hope in our salvation, and wish to live 
according to the Gospel. We can do this on condition that we do 
not merely condemn our faults, while always falling into them 
again. For true repentance is constant, resolute in its struggle
against evil. With the sincere desire to cleave to the good, while 
hating the evil, we can participate in the Supper. Why should it 
have been instituted, if we had not had a faith needing to be 
strengthened? "If then we are and feel ourselves Frail, let us 
approach the Table as Sinners who humiliate themselves, in order
to be exalted by Christ, who accuse themselves, in order to be 
justified by Him, who feel themselves dead, in order to be vivified
by Him. The Supper is to strengthen believers, and to restore 
sinners. What would one say of an invalid who would consider it 
useless to take a remedy, because he was ill?". (2).
0^«V ̂ V «•• •* ̂ ""^ «• "»^» ^» ̂ V ^M ^W^ fl^ «•• ^» ̂ "» ••» ^W ••••» ̂ H» 4^»«» «^ ^B ^" ••» W ̂ M ^W w^ «« ̂ » *• M» ^» «^ «•. ^W („» "^ «M ^^ ^^ ^
^ —m̂  ^^ mt^ ^^ M «• «M ^»
(l).Tholuck. 434. Section. 40
do. 40. 41- 42.
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The Celebration of the Supper should therefore "be frequent. One has 
need of often reminding oneself of the death of Christ. The Christ­ 
ian life, enfeebled by sin and worldly influences, has need of 
refreshing itself anew at the springs of reconciliation with God. 
These springs fortify and feed the new life, and sustain and confirm 
faith. The bond of brotherly charity has ceaseless need of being 
drawn tighter, and the unity of Christians has need of being pro­ 
claimed.
"What we have hitherto written of the Sacrament," says Calvin, "abund­ 
antly shows that it was not instituted to be received once a year, 
and that perfunctorily,— but that all Christians might have it in 
frequent use, and frequently call to mind, the sufferings of Christ, 
thereby sustaining and confirming their faith, stirring themselves 
to sing the praises of God, and to proclaim His goodness, cherishing 
and testifying towards each other that mutual charity, the bond of 
which they see in the unity of the body of Christ. As often as we 
communicate in the Symbol of our Saviour* s body, we mutually bind 
ourselves, the one to the other, as if by a pledge, to all the offic­ 
es of love. * (I).
CALVI3S & HESSHUSS.
Calvin's last Tract (2) on the subject of the Lord's Supper was pub­ 
lished against Hesshuss in January 1561. Tilemann Hesshuss, one of 
the zealots of that period, affords us in his life, an image of that 
unquiet time. He is a most curious and fantastic figure,(3) describ­ 
ed by Calvin as a "Monkey clothed in gold, and accoutred in silk, 
more rude and barbarous than all the rabble of the monks. "(4)" The 
life of this theologian," says the
(I). Tholuck. 437. Section 44. (2).
J2). Opera IX.p. 457 - 524.
( 3). Langereau: Joachim Westphal. & T. Hesshuss. 1896. p. 6.
t 4). Tracts.p. 503.
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Allgemeine Encyclopaedia, (I) "gives us a faithful and valuable 
picture of the quarrelsome spirit and the dogmatic narrowness which 
dominated this age of the Protestant Church." "Planck and Heppe give 
him a bad character, and charge him with inordinate ambition and 
avarice. He was one of the most pugnacious and energetic champions 
of scholastic orthodoxy who outluthered Luther and outpoped the Pope. 
He identified piety with orthodoxy, and orthodoxy with a theory 
which has been characterised as "illocal con - in ~ substantiation," 
or "bread worship," to use Melanchthon 1 s expression."(2) . He occupied 
many influentiaJ positions, but with his turbulent disposition, he 
stirred up strife everywhere, used the power of excommunication very 
freely, and was himself no less than seven times deposed from office 
and expelled. He was originally a pupil and table comoanion of 
Melanchthon, and agreed with hi« moderate opinions, but like West- 
phal and Placius, he became an ungrateful enemy of his benefactor. 
He was recommended by him to a Professorship at Heidelberg and the 
general superintendence of the Lutheran Church in the Palatinate on 
the Rhine (1558). Here he first appeared as a champion of the strict 
Lutheran theory of the Substantial Presence, and attacked the 
"Sacramentarians w in a book on "The Presnee of the body of Christ in 
the Lord's Supper." He quarrelled with his colleagues, especially 
with Deacon Klebitz, who was a Melanchthonian, but no less violent 
and pugnacious. He even tried to wrest the eucharistie cup from him 
at the altar. He excommunicated him because he would not admit the 
IH and SUB, but only the CUM pane et vino in the scholastic formula 
of the Lutheran doctrine of the real presence. The Elector, Fred­ 
erick III, restored peace by dismissing both Hesshuss and Klebitz 
(SEPT. 16. 1559) with the approval of Melanchthon. He afterwards 
ordered the preparation of the Heidelberg Catechism which is the 
best existing expression of the Calvin-Melanchthon doctrine of the
Lord's Supper. On the other hand, the Lutheran clergy of Wurtem- 
berg, under the hand of Brenz, in a synod at Stuttgart, gave the 
doctrine of the Ubiquity which Luther had taught, but which 
Melanchthon had rejected, symbolical authority for "urtemberg. (3).
1). Allgemeine Encyclopaedia. Article 'Hesshuss'.
2). Schaff. Swiss Ref. II. p. 672.
3). Planck, vol. V. part II. p. 383. ff.
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Calvin received the book of Hesshuss from Bullinger, who advised him 
to answer the arguments, but to avoid personalities. (1). 
In the early months of 1561, the answer appeared - De 7era Participati?-
C^-riiuS
cne^et sanguinis Christi in Sacra Coena ad discutiendas Heshus* i nebulas 
In 1562, Hesshuss brought out his Defensio. ...adversus caluznnias Gal- 
vini, etc., Calvin did not reply, and the polemic stopped.
De Vera Participatione.
In this work, there is a repetition of the arguments used against 
Westphal. Hesshuss,, however was opposed to Westphal in some points of 
doctrine. Calvin proves this clearly in his writing. Westphal had 
declared that the body of Christ is masticated with the teeth. Hesshuss 
insisted on the contrary, that it may be eaten with the mouth, but not 
touched with the teeth. He was altogether opposed to the grosser idea. 
He also rejected the doctrine of Ubiquity, and found fault with its 
introduction into the formula of Concord (1577). He strongly maintained 
the literal eating of Christ's body by unbelievers, as well as by 
believers. Calvin reiterates and vindicates his own theory, supporting 
his arguments from the Scriptures and the Fathers. He shews all his 
wonted intellectual vigour; and "seasons it with pepper and salt" (2) 
In the introduction to his work, he makes that most touching allusion 
to his departed friend Melanchthon, which we have quoted in another 
connection. In conclusion, he reviews the whole subject matter of the 
controversy, and expresses his hearty good-will to promote peace and 
unity. He gives at the same time a brief abstract of the points in 
which the two parties are agreed. He thus plsceo the whole question in 
the clearest }.ight.
I. Schaff. Swiss. Ref. II. p. 673.
II. Langereau. p. 9.
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Articles in regard to the Lord's Supper in which there is Agreement.
£• Under the symbols of bread and wine, an exhibition of the 
body and blood is held forth; and we are not only reminded that 
Christ was once offered on the cross for us, but that sacred 
union is ratified to which it is owing, that His death is our 
life. In other words, being ingrafted into His body, we are 
t*uly nourished by it, just as our bodies are nourished by 
meat and drink.
Christ fulfils in reality and efficaciously whatever the 
analogy between the sign and the thing signified demands. There­ 
fore, in the Supper, communion with the body and blood is truly 
offered to us. Under the bread and wine, we receive an earnest 
which makes us partakers of the body and blood of Christ. 
The following are the Articles, as to which agreement has not 
yet been reached.
!&£' The Dispute as to the Mode of Eating. 
Calvin asserts 1st. that Christ becomes ours, in order that He 
may thereafter communicate the blessings which He possesses to us. 
2nd. Christ's body was not only once given for our saltation, 
but is daily given us for nourishment, that while He dwells in 
us, we may enjoy a participation in all His blessings. 
3rd. Christ's body is vivifying, because He infuses His own 
life into us in the same way in which we derive vigour from the 
substance of the bread. (1).
Calvin's Explanation of the Mode of Eating.
j[. The body of Christ is eaten, inasmuch as it is the spiritual 
nourishment of the soul.
The body of Christ is called nourishment, because Christ,
by the incomprehensible agency of His Spirit, infuses His life
into us, and makes it common to us, just as in a tree, the vital 
sap diffuses itself from the branches, or as the vigour of the
head is extended to its members.__—......————_————___.._.—_-—_—— -———————•————.———_———_—.—__
(I). Tracts. II. page 574-
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The Dispute as to the Immensity of the body. 
Calvin asserts that the body of Christ is finite and contained in 
heaven. "The idea that there is no absurdity in supposing the body 
of Christ to be everywhere, in consequence of its being united to the 
Divinity, is easily disposed of. For although the two natures form 
the one person of the Mediator, the properties of each remain dis­ 
tinct, since union is a different thin& from unity. There was no | 
dispute in ancient times as to this matter, for it was held with 
universal consent, that as Christ, the Son of God.....was once re­ 
ceived into heavenly glory, so He is separated from us in respect of 
His flesh by distance of space, but still, by His divine est:enc£ and 
virtue, and also spiritual grace, fills heaven and earth." (I).
III. The Dispute as to the Twofold body.
"The character of Christ's flesh was indeed changed, when it was 
received into celestial glory. Whatever was terrene, mortal or 
perishable, it now put off. Still however it must be maintained that 
no other body can be vivific for us, or may be counted meat indeed, 
save that which was crucified to atone for our sins. The same body 
then, which the Son of God offered once to the Father, He offers 
daily in the Supper, for our spiritual food....It is not necessary 
however, that the essence of the flesh should deecend from heaven r 
in order that we may be fed upon it, for the power of the Spirit 
is sufficient to penetrate all impediments, and to surmount all local 
distance. At the same time we do not deny, that the Mode here is 
incomprehensible to human thought, for flesh naturally cjuld neither 
be the life of the soul, nor exert its power upon us from heaven..,. 
In the sacred Supper then, we acknowledge it a miracle, transcending 
both nature and our own understanding that Christ's life is made 
common to us with Himself, and His flesh given t^ us as aliment. Only 
let all comments be kept :t a distance, such as...the ubiquity of t he 
body, or its secret inclusion under the symbol of the bread, or its 
substantial presence upon the earth." (2).
.-^ ..* «M •«< w «~ .—•——.•———•«-• —— ——.—— __•«*• «._——-«_ —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— -*. —— .».• —— —— ̂  —— »»^ ̂""""""^" l-r 
BTU «•• —— ̂  —»
(1). Tracts II. p. 576.
(2). do. do. 577-
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IV. The Dispute as to the word Substance.
"To remove this dispute, we must remove the gross imagination as to 
the eating of the flesh, as if it were similar to corporal food. This 
absurdity being removed, there is no reason why we should deny that 
we are substantially fed on the flesh of Christ, because we are truly 
united into one body with Him by faith, and so made one with Him. 
Whence it follows that we are conjoined with Him by a substantial
V^~-
fellowship, just as substantial vigour flows from the head to its 
members. The explanation to be adopted will thus be, that substantial­ 
ly we become partakers of the flesh of Christ - not that any carnal 
mixture takes place, or that the flesh of Christ brought down from 
Heaven penetrates into us, or is swallowed by the mouth, but because 
the flesh of Christ, in respect of its power and efficacy, vivifies 
our souls in the same way that bread and wine nourish our bodies. "(I) .
V. THE DISPUTE AS TO THE WORD "SPIRITUAL. B (2).
"Many are averse to the word 'Spiritually', because they think it im­ 
plies something imaginary or empty. On the' contrary, however, the 
body of Christ is said to be given to us Spiritually in the Supper, 
because •. the secret energy of the Holy Spirit causes things that are 
separated by local distance to be joined together; so that life is 
made to reach into us from Heaven out of the flesh of Christ. This 
power and faculty of vivifying might be said to be something abstract­ 
ed from the substance, provided that it be distinctly understood that 
the body of Christ remains in Heaven, and that yet, while we are pil­ 
grims on the earth, life flow ai;d comes to us from its substance. "(3)
1). Tracts. II. 577.
2). do. 578. 
do.
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VI. THE DISPUTE AS TO THE WORD "FAITH" - -BB&Igyssg- & 
"Some are suspicious as to the word "Faith", as if it overthrew the 
reality and the effect. But we ought to 7iew it far otherwise , viz. , 
that the only way in which we are conjoined to Christ is by raising 
our minds above the world. Accordingly, the bond of our union with 
Christ is Faith, which raises us upwards, and casts its anchor in 
Heaven, so that instead of subjecting Christ to the figments of our 
reason, we seek Him above in His glory." (I). 
YII. The Dispute as to Believers and Unbelievers.
"Christ offers his body, and blood to all in general; but as unbelie­ 
vers bar the entrance of His liberality; they do not receive what is 
offered. It must not however, be inferred from this, tbat when they 
reject what is given, they either make void the Grace of Christ, or 
detract in any way from the efficacy of the Sacrament. The Supper 
does not, through their ingratitude, change its nature, nor does the 
bread, considered as an earnest or pledge given by Christ, become 
profane, so as not to differ at all from common bread. It still 
truly testifies Communion with the Flesh and Blood of Christ." (I). 
That is the conclusion of Calvin's last deliverance on the vexed 
subject of the Lord's Supper. For the rest he handed his opponent 
Hesshuss over to Beza, who answered the "Defence" of Hesshuss with 
two sharp and learned tracts. We have in this "Best method of 
attaining Concord", Calvin's Final Summing up of the question. It 
the Essence of his thought ,
(I). Tracts . II. 579.
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Calvin's Teaching on the Lord's Supper in a series of Propositions
To further concentrate the matter , we set down 6 propositions 
which express the main points of his doctrine.
i. THE BODY OP CHRIST IS IN HEAVEN. Christ cannot therefore be 
bodily present in the Supper, but He is effectually present in 
His Power, even as the Sun is present with us through its power, 
although located in the distant Heavens.
II- THE FLESH & BLOOD ARE NOT MANDUCATED, nor is there to be 
supposed any transfusion or Admixture of the substance of Christ. 
The Bread and Win* are Signs, but Exhibitive Signs of the Presence 
of Christ.
III. TO PEED ON CHRIST, is, however more than a moral apprehens­ 
ion of the truth of Christ; more than a quickening Influence of 
the Holy Spirit, convincing and enlightening the Mind through 
the Word, and producing the New Life of Regeneration in the Soul. 
Christ, though in Heaven, yet in the fulness of His Personality, ~ 
embracing body and soul, vivifies and nourishes the believer, 
including body and soul.
IV. FAITH GRAFTS US INTO THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHRIST, which 
derives all its life from Him, the Head, flowing out into the 
members. This Union is Mystical, but Real, and is witnessed to 
in Baptism.
V. The Lord's Supper by its symbolical elements of bread and wine 
sets forth the truth of the Person of Christ, as the Life and 
Nourishment of the soul. By its symbolical actions of Eating 
and Drinking, it testifies our actual participation in Christ 
through the Spirit. These Symbols are more than Pictures or 
Attestations. They not only signify and seal, but so exhibit 
and apply the Reality, that there is distinct spiritual effect.
VI. THE HOLY SPIRIT IS THE BOND. It so acts that the substance 
of Christ's Flesh and Blood though in Heaven, affects the whole 
man. The Influence is Spiritual and Real. The Signs signify 
Realities.
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CHAPTER
The Relation of Calvin's Doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper to that of Zwingli.
PiSR FIFTEEN. 
CALYIH & ZWINGLI.
When the question is raised, whether Calvin's doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper is nearer to that of Luther or to that of Zwingli, the dec­ 
ision is usually given in favour of the latter opinion. The 
standpoint of this thesis is, that Calvin's doctrine is the natural 
development of that of Zwingli. We have claimed for the latter a
t
richer conception of the Supper than is usually credited to Him, and 
we have tried to show that in his earlier and later periods, he had 
many points of contact with the Calvinistic theory. Seeberg, who, 
as we have seen, still holds the traditional view of Zwingli f s 
doctrine, sees a greater affinity between Luther and Calvin, than 
between Zwingli and Calvin. (I). Our thesis is, that the theories 
of Gilvin and Luther are very closely related, but that &oes not 
preclude the possibility that Calvin was nearly related to 2wingli 
in his views. A.Schweizer, (2) Hagenbach, (3) Thomasius, (4) are 
clearly of this opinion. While we have ample sources of information 
as to Luther's judgment of Zwingli 's doctrine, Calvin's utterances 
on the same subject are meagre and scanty. We know however, that 
he was far from accepting Luther's verdict. He tells us in the 
Second Defence against Westphal (5) that at first, influenced by 
Luther, he had a certain distrust of "wingli, "When I read in 
Luther, that Oekolampadius and Zwingli left nothing in the Supper 
but bare symbols and representations, I confess that that turned 
me against their books, and for a long time, I abstained from 
reading them." Referring to certain retractions of Bucer, he says 
in a letter, to Zebedee,(6) of May 19, 1539; "Please Heaven, that 
Zwingli had done the same. His opinion was false and pernicious. 
When I saw that many of our people, enthusiastically acclaimed it, I ? 
living still in Prance, (adhuc agens in (Jallia), did not hesitate to 
attack it." This proves that in 1534, at least, Calvin was still an
ant i-Zwinglian. But the most characteristic passage is that, where
in/_____
(l7 Seeberg IV. p. 607.
(2) Schweizer, Olaubenslehre der Ref. Kirche, II. 656.
(3) Hagenbach, Dogmengeschichte id. 6, 556.
(4) Thomasius, D.O. 11.550 - 554. ff.
(5) Tracts II. p.252.
(6) Herminjard V. p.317. n.II
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in a letter to Farel, of Feb. 27, 1540, he says, "Excellent men 
are irritated, if one dares to place Luther above Zwingli . As if 
the Gospel would perish, as soon as one disagrees in any way with 
him.
For if one compares the two, you will know how Luther stands supreme 
(quanto intervallo Lutherus excellat)" (1)* In short, one can say 
with Doumergue, (I) that there was more sympathy between Calvin 
and Luther than between the two Reformers of Switzerland. It was 
an affinity of two mystical spirits. Perhaps that also explains 
the sentiments Calvin (2) expresed to Viret , Sep.11; 1542. 
"On the question of Zwingli's writings, you can think as you please. 
For my part, I have not read them. It may be that at the end of his 
lifQ) he retracted and corrected what he said rashly at the begin­ 
ning. But in his first writings, I remember how profane was his 
doctrine of the Sacraments." Calvin evidently never did full 
justice to Zwingli. We do not see however that that prejudiced him 
with the Zurichers, for,if, he placed Luther incomparably above 
Zwingli, he placed the Zurichers infinitely above the Lutherans. 
"The former had taken all that was good in Zwingli*s doctrine of the 
Supper, but the latter cleaved to all that wao bad in Luther's 
theory". (3) $e think that this is a very correct estimate, and it 
bears out our thesis. Calvin had little difficulty in acting with 
Bullinger in the Consensus Tigurinue, but he was steadfast in his 
opposition to Westphal who insisted on some of the minor issues of 
Luther's doctrine. The Consensus Tigurinus wat the natural develop­ 
ment of Zwingli's teaching. It may be Calvinistic in thought, and 
Zwinglian in language, but it would have been impossible for Calvin 
to unite with people who denied the presence of the living Christ 
in the Sacrament. Seeberg (4) considers that Swingli denied that 
living presence. Corner (5) is of the opinion that he affirmed it. 
"That Zwingli thinks of Christ as present, is undeniable. He was 
at/
(1) Doumergue, II. 568.
(2) Hermin^ard, VIII. pages 123 & 124-
3) Boumergue II. 569-
4) Seeberg, IV. 607-
!5) Dorner, I. 309.
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at this feast, Host and Banquet Food." This is borne out by his
last word on fche subject of the Supper. In the Confession to King 
Francis I., we read, "We believe that Christ is truly present in the 
Lord's Supper; yea, that there is no communion without such presence. 
We believe that the true body of Christ is eaten in the Communion; 
not in a gross and carnal manner, but in a sacramental and spiritual 
manner by the religious, believing and pious heart." (I) This passage 
like many in his earlier writings, comes so near the Calvinistic 
view, that it can hardly be distinguished from it. It is true of 
course, that Zwingli, in his polemic writings laid so much stress 
upon the absence of Christ *s body, that the positive truth of his 
spiritual presence, was not sufficiently emphasised * Perhaps Loofs 
(2) is right, who considers that Bucer was the connecting link 
(Bindeglied) between Calvin and Zwingli, as Calvin was the connecting 
link between Luther and Zwingli. We have shown in this thesis that 
there were intimate relations subsisting between South Germany and 
Switzerland, and in intercourse with Bucer at Strasbourg, Calvin 
may have learned to form a higher opinion of Zwingli f s doctrine. 
Taking even the traditional view of Swingli's theory, there were 
many elements in it that appealed to Calvin. He certainly speaks 
of the signs as "Krhibitiva", while Zwingli describes them as 
"Representiva", but he undoubtedly shared with Zwingli the opinion 
that the words of Institution were to be taken in a symbolical 
sense. Calvin denied with Zwingli, the Ubiquity of Christ's body, 
and agreed with him that the eternal truth about that body is, that 
it is contained in one place, - at the right hand of God (Perpetua 
corporis veritas, ut loco contineaturj. (2) Calvin also was at one 
with Zwingli, in what Loofs (2) describes as the "geme ins chaff* 
character/
(1) Hiemeyer, Collectio, Confess, pages 71 and 72.
(2) Loofs, Leitfaden - page 879-
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character of the Supper, in its exhortations to mutual charity 
and love.
There is no doubt that Calvin laid great stress, like Zwingli on 
the Sozialethische (I) aspect of the Feast, and its importance for 
the Christian Community and congregation. We do not of course, 
affirm that there were not also wide differences in thought between 
the two Swiss Reformers in the question of the mode . Zwingli does
^-i •, , •].,,•; (• '..j.t* <•• '•'•
not enter into metaphysical discussions as to the meaning of 
"Substance", like Calvin. He does not lay the same stress on 
Christ's Humanity or Plesh. His theory (2) is perhaps more 
"Historisch" than "Dynamisch". He makes no mention of the agency 
of the Holy Spirit in the Ordinance. We hear nothing of a "lifting 
up of the soul to Heaven", as in Calvin, but in the sense of the 
devotional "sursum corda", which was ths sense intended by Calvin,
Zwingli would not have objected to the exhortation. Above all, 
we have to remember how rich was Zwingli *s view of Faith, and 
how much of spiritual meaning be found in it. Were we to take 
his teaching in his earlier and later periods along with many 
scattered utterances in his time of conflict with Luther, we 
would discover that there was very little with which Calvin would 
find fault. And had Luther taken the trouble to read Zwingli 's 
writings for himself, he might have discovered that Zwingli also 
granted that in the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper,there is a 
gift offered to the believing soul, which confession, we have 
seen, was the irreducible minimum which Luther demanded* in the 
doctrine.
Seeberg, IV. 608.
Schultz - Zur Lehre vom heiligen Abendmahl, page 3,f•
CHAPTER SIXTEEN .
Relation of Calvin's Doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper to that of Luther.
CHAPTER
THE ffigl^TTflF ££ CALYIN £0 LUTHER.
She question how far Luther and Calvin agree in their teaching on 
the Lord's Supper or how much they differ, has often been raised by 
writers on dogmatic theology. If we regard the works of the older 
theologians dn both sides, we see that all - Lutherans and Calvinists
are of opinion that there is a radical difference between the two 
doctrines - so great an to be almost inconceivable. The view of 
the older Lutherans is that it was Calvin's intention, "to banish 
Christ entirely from the Lord's Supper, fle really held, that the 
bread and the wine were merely symbols, Calvin however had a 
cunning mind. He could cover his ideas with an orthodox veneering, 
and could so represent his theory, that it seemed to dtiffer only 
slightly from the ordinary accepted doctrine. "(I) If we take the
v" £&,*!,/
evidence of the older Reformed writers, Luther was the Innovator 
who introduced and brought forward Consuhstantiation, Impanation, 
end other strange ideas about the Lord*s Supper, much to the
pious astonishment of his friends. i
the 
This was/characteristic attitude of the theologians of those early
times which were so full of strife and quarrel. Later writers on 
both sides try to give a more impartial judgment, but even they do 
not seem to understand clearly the points of difference. We miss 
here a help which we have in the disputes between Luther and 
Zwingli and Oekolampadius about the Lord's Supper. In their 
controversial writings, as well as in the discussion at Marburg, 
the points at issue stand out clearly. Sow, although the under­ 
lying difference between his doctrine and that of Calvin, must 
have been well known to Luther, we do not find that he ever 
stated these differences clearly. Luther says in the Kurzes 
Bekenntnis vom Heiligen Sakrament (1544) "I count them all in one 
cake, whoever will not believe that in the Holy Sacrament the natural 
body of our Lord is received by the Godless,a£ Judas, as well as by 
a saint or a St . Peter". (2). One might conclude from these words 
that Luther meant 6alvin in the 1st. Edition of the Institutes or
in the De Coena in as much as in both writings, he denied that an
(1) Julius Muller. Dogm. Abhandlungen . page 404.
(2) jjJri. Edit. vol. 32 p. 399.
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an impious person may receive the body of the Lord. But it is 
certain that Luther does not class Calvin amongst the seven Fanatical 
Spirits. He leaves three of the Fanatics unnamed, but his description 
of their doctrine does not bear any resemblance to Calvin's theory. 
We have already noted Pezel's story of Luther's favourable comment 
on the De Coena, "I might have left the matter of this dispute in 
his (Calvin's) hands; if Zwingli and Oekolampadius had declared the 
same opinion, we should never have had such widespread controversy." 
(I). All are not agreed as to the authenticity of this saying, but 
we have a true testimony in a letter of Luther addressed to Bucer, 
14th. Oct. 1539. (2). "Salute respectfully for me J. Sturmius and 
J. Calvin, whose books I have read with especial pleasure." Calvin 
in a letter to Farel (20th Nov. 1539) says, "Just think what I have 
said there (in the Institutes), on the subject of the Supper, 1* (3) 
If then, 'sre take all these utterances into account, we must conclude
that Luther was not antagonistic to Calvin's doctrine, although he
d- - 
does not declare himself as satisfied with it. Ebrard, who has
made a very careful study of this question, thinks that we can trace 
in Luther's opinion of Calvin's doctrine, a gradual cooling of his 
verdict of approval. He begins with praise, and descends through 
tolerance, suspicion and mistrust to the utterance of a hard private 
judgment. It was Amsdorf who was the cause of ^uther's growing 
suspicion of the Melanchthon-Calvin doctrine. And yet he so main­ 
tained his respect for Melanchthon and Calvin, that even Amsdorf could 
not drive him to an open polemical attack. (4).
1) Pezel. Ausfuhrliche Erzahlung vom Sacrament st reit. p. 137ff.
2) De Wette. Luthers Briefe. V.P. 110.
3) Henry. II. 496.
4) Kbrard. II. 478.
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now proceed to a critical comparison of Luther's and Calvin's 
theories of the Lord's Supper.
I- The different conceptions of the words of Institution held by 
Calvin and Luther.
Luther understands the words 'This is My Body. This is My Blood 1 , 
(Matt, and Mark), (I) in a sense different from the Roman Catholics. 
He rejects Transubstantiation. As we have seen, he employs a 
Synecdoche, and includes under the'Touto 1 , both the Bread, and the 
body of Christ, the wine and the blood of Christ. Calvin takes these 
words symbolically, and by associating the "Given for you and 
broken for you" , (Luke and Paul), with the body, and the "Shed for 
many", with the blood, he relates the transaction to the death on 
the Cross, but he is quite definite in asserting that Christ will 
really bestow what He indicates through the breaking of the bread, 
and the distribution of the wine. (2). We can therefore say that 
although there is this difference in their mode of interpretation 
of the words of Institution* there appears as yet no difference as 
regards their conception of the nature of the Heavenly Gift which 
is offered to the Communicant who is worthy, in the doctrines of 
Luther and Calvin.
II. Is the difference between Luther and Calvin to be found in the 
fact that Calvin does not attribute to the Lord*-s--Supper.- a special'— 
grace and influence r which oannot be otherwise obtained? 
According to Calvin's view, Christ, the Living Bread, sustains the 
new life implanted in our souls. He is in communion with us through 
the mysterious power of His Spirit, quickening us with the Spiritual 
food of His flesh and blood. This gift is for all who believe in 
Jesus Christ, not only at certain periods but always. The Lord's 
Supper, however, provides a peculiar pledge of this grace and gift. 
This pledge is given to believers by Christ Himself in the symbols 
of the Bread and Wine.
S I) Kahnis. - Lehre vom Abendmahl. p. 326. 2) Institutes. Bk. IV. Chap. 17, 1. 2. 10.
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According to this manner of teaching, Christ works in the Sacrament, 
in the same way as outside the Sacrament . That this is Calvin's 
view we do not deny, but we assert that in reality, Luther ' s teaching 
on the Efficacy of the Sacrament, comes to the same thing. According 
to Luther, the purpose and the fruit of the Lord's Supper relate to 
the forgiveness of sins, which is to be appropriated by faith, as by 
the strong grasp of the divine grace. This idea of the end of the 
Sacrament occurs frequently in Luther's writings, and sermons. It 
is sufficient to quote the words of the Little Catechism. "What is 
the use of such Eating and Drinking? These words 'Given for you end 
shed for the forgiveness of sins', show us that there are given in 
the Sacrament, forgiveness of sins, life and blessedness"* Luther 
refers the words which the Lord spoke at the Institution of the 
Sacrament, "Given for you and shed for you" (Luke and Paul) (I) 
not to the coming death on the Cross, through which the forgiveness 
of sins would be won, but to the Sacrament itself, in which the 
forgiveness of sins is conferred along with the body and blood of 
Christ, presented under the Bread and Wine. He gives to the words, 
"Shed for you", tte meaning, "Poured out before your eyes for drinking 
He says in the "Wider die himmelischen Propheten, "(2) . "The forgive­ 
ness of sins was conferred on the Cross, but it was not given or 
distributed there. Christ has not won the forgiveness in the 
Supper, but He has given arid distributed it through the Word, in the 
Gospel, wherever it is preached," Lather also says, that when one 
has a guilty conscience, one may come to the Sacrament, and receive 
consolation, not in the bread aid wine, not in the body and blood of 
Christ, but in the Word, "That in the Sacrament, the body and blood 
of Christ was offered and given for me". Thus, the fruit which they 
receive, who rightly use the Lord's Supper, is the most certain 
assurance that their sins are forgiven them, relying on the Word 
which accompanies the partaking of the body and blood of Jesus Christ".
! I) Kateohismus. - Weimar Ed. vol. 26. 2) Julius Muller - page 412. Weimar Ed. vol. 18.
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question arises now, whether Luther taught that the forgiveness 
of sins could not be obtained otherwise than by the Lord's Supper. 
Luther himself furnishes the answer. "Christ has bestwed the forgive­ 
ness of sins in the Lord's Supper, as also in the Gospel, wherever 
it is preached." (I). Luther had the conviction that people could 
obtain the forgiveness of sins not only in the Sacrament, but when­ 
ever they accepted in true faith the Gospel of the Grace of God, 
which is offered to us in the Saviour. Por, whenever he mentions 
the means which God employs to give grace and salvation, he never 
names the Holy Supper alone, but sometimes the Word alone. Where 
however, he sets forth his fuller meaning, he speaks of the Word 
and the Sacrament . He indeed ascribes all the power and efficacy 
of the Holy Supper, not to the objects which are eaten and drunk, 
and not to the transaction of eating and drinking, but to the Word 
of Christ, offering the forgiveness of sins. (I). Luther considers 
that the efficacy of the Sacrament lies not only in itself, but also 
in the Word of the Gospel, wherever it is proclaimed. We cannot 
therefore say that in this, he differed much from Calvin. 
1 1 J_ . Does the Difference between Luther's and Calvin's Conception 
of the Supper consist in the fact, that Luther emphasises the 
Objective Side of the Sacrament f while Calvin emphasises the 
Subjective Side?.
It is said that with Luther, all the power and the truth of the 
Sacrament depend on the lord of the Institution, and on the Promise 
connected with it . This Vbrd effects that not only at the First 
Communion, but at every celebration, the body and the blood of 
Christ are present, given and received. Luther is thus said to 
stress the OBJECTIVE aspect of the Sacrament.
On the other hand, it is said that according to Calvin's view, the 
truth of the Sacrament is a spiritual partaking, of Jesus Christ,
which is nothing else but the faith which embraces Christ with His 
merits and benefits, with the whole trust of the mind. (2) This would
^§.S-BSI§iZ_SUBJ£CTIVE_view^ _ But a_as_Muller_l[I ) points out, "It 
(I) Kahnis, Lutherische Dogmatik - Vol. II, p. 404.
/ x 527. 
(2) Julius Mft
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would be very strange if Calvin, who had hot the reputation of a 
dull mind should be so stupid, as to credit Christ with giving 
pledges of a thing which is not to be effected by Him, but by those 
who believe in Him. How, all who have studied Calvin's teaching know 
that he held no such opinion". Calvin frequently repeats in his 
writings, what he says in his Institutes. (IV. Chap. 17, par. 5), 
"There is a difference between their mode of speaking and mine. 
According to them, to eat is merely to beliare, while I maintain that 
the flesh of Christ is eaten by believing. According to them, eating 
is faith, whereas it rather seems to me to be an effect of faith". 
Calvin thinks of this Spiritual Partaking thus. Christ Himself acts 
through the mysterious power of the Holy Spirit in the souls of men 
and communicates to them the eternal heavenly life, which proceeds 
from His glorified Body, so that they become of His flesh and of 
His bones. (Ephes. V.30). Calvin is far from thinking that the most 
intimate communion consists in the conformity to Christ's will, or 
in the imitation of His virtues. He considers it a great mystery, 
(3ph» V.32). which cannot be grasped. Only those who accept His 
Promises in true Faith, are partakers of this union with Christ, so 
that the Spiritual Partaking of Christ depends on Paith, but is not,
. \V' ;
by any means, identical with faith. He does not hold a merely 
Subjective View.
IY. Does the Difference between Luther's and Calvin's Teaching on 
the Lord's Supper issue from their different Conceptions of this
Luther and Calvin ascribe a different meaning to Faith in the usage 
of the Sacrament. Accruing to Luther > the substance of tfae Holy 
Supper, the Body and Blood of Christ, wherever the Sacrament is 
celebrated in the way, prescribed by its Divine Pounder, is at once 
received by all who partake of the elements, even by those who do not 
beljesre in Christ's grace and Promise. Por Christ has through His 
Word, so closely united His body and His blood with the bread and 
Wine, that they cannot be separated from each other in the use of 
(I) Julius Muller, page 419.
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the Holy Supper. It is well known that Luther taught this. In the 
Smalkald Articles (III. Art. 6), he says that the body and blood 
are not only offered to pious Christians, and received by them, but 
also by the Wicked.
According to Calvin, the life-giving food is presented to all, also 
to those who do not believe. But to Faith, he attributes the 
importance that only those receive the food that believe. For on 
this point, he lays down the principle that Christ, in so far as 
He is the lifegiving bread, and the offering made on the Cross, can­ 
not without His Spirit, enter into the body of man, but only 
believers receive His Spirit. It is false then to say that Calvin 
makes the Reality of the Sacrament dependent on the Faith of the 
Receiver, notwithstanding agreement on this point, there yet 
remains the distinction between Luther ani Calvin, that Luther 
considers that the unworthy also receive the Substance of the 
Sacrament, while Calvin is of the opinion that they only receive 
the signs of the Bread and Wine .
When we consider the distinction in itself, however, we need not 
attach great importance to it. As Muller says, "The Church has to 
care, not what the unworthy but what the Worthy receive." (I).Besides 
Luther, like Calvin, often confesses that the Sacramental partaking 
without the Spiritual partaking, is profitable to no one, from which 
it would appear that Luther's and Calvin f s views as to the Communion 
of the Unwortliy. do not show any deep seated difference in thought. 
lY). Does the difference between the Lutheran and Calvinist teaching 
on the Lord's Supper consist in the greater assurance of the receiv­ 
ing of grace which the Lutheran communicant enjoys? 
"Every Lutheran who comes to the Sacrament, relying on the Word, is 
assured that he will partake of the body and blood of Christ. The 
Calvinist on the other Hand, is led to examine anxiously his faitH 
and worthiness, and so is exposed to the pangs of conscience." (2).
(1), p. 425. !
(2). Julius Mftller, p. 427.
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This is a comparison often made to the detriment of Calvin's teaching. 
But when we examine the question, we find that there is not much in 
this distinction. Por they who accept Luther's Teaching on the Lord's
Supper, although they are assured that they will receive the substance i 
of the Sacrament, i.e., the body and blood of Christ, have to come
desiring and praying for the salutary partaking, just as the followers 
of Calvin do. They know that this salutary partaking is denied to the 
unworthy.
According to the Lutheran teaching, a more horrible evil consists in 
taking the Communion unworthily, than in not taking it at all, through 
the fear of being unworthy. It will therefore follow that the commun­ 
icants must be most anxious about their worthiness. This worthiness.,, 
both Luther and Calvin hold, consists in Repentance and Faith. That the 
latter generally adds preeminently Love, as well as a pure and holy 
life, is of no importance, as a point of distinction, since Luther and 
the Lutherans continually do the same. ; 
YT. Does the difference between Luther's and Calvin's teaching on the , 
Lord's Supper issue from their different ideas of the Faith necessary 
for the right use of the Supper.
We cannot conceal the fact that there is a difference in their con­ 
ceptions of this Faith, a difference which is somewhat obscure. W&en 
Luther speaks of the Faith which is needed for the fruitful partaking 
of the Supper, he understands generally, not a certain permanent con- 
-viction of the substance of the Sacrament, but the confidence that 
the Divine Grace and the Forgiveness of sins is offered there. As he 
says in his Small Catechism, (I) "He is right worthy, who has faith 
in these words, 'Given for you and shed for you for the remission of 
your sins"." This is also clear from the fact that Luther denies that 
the sacramental partaking is salutary, if the spiritual partaking is 
absent. By this spiritual partaking, he means the Faith that relies 
on the merits of Christ and appropriates the Living Son of God. Hot 
in exactly the same words, but in a similar fashion, Calvin speaks of 
(I) Kleines Bekenntnis.
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the Faith which is necessary for the Sacrament. He often teaches that 
Faith is the Trust which grasps Christ, and His Death and Resurrection 
and which rests on the Salvation won by Christ.(I). For both Luther 
and Calvin, this Faith is the Justifying, saving Paith. 
But at other times, Luther teaches differently about this Faith, 
especially in his book; "Bass die Worte: das ist mein Leib noch 
feststehenn (2). He denies there the reality of the Zwinglian 
Sacrament. He denies to the Zwinglian, not merely the fruit, and 
the effect, but even the Substance. In that writing, he says, "It 
is well and fitting that the proud and godless blasphemers be put 
away, so that they do not partake of the Holy Sacrament, for it is 
not right to cast the Holy Thing to dogs, nor pearls before swine. 
But now, since the Fanatics believe that it is merely bread and 
wine, then assuredly it is so. As they believe, so they have. They 
eat merely bread and wine, and enjoy the body of the Lord neither 
spiritually nor carnally. It is only right that our Gift be not 
distributed to the unworthy, but remains pure and holy for the 
humble alone". With these words, he designates the Faith on which 
the partaking of the Sacrament depends, as the orthodox recognition 
of the Sacrament. Some Lutheran theologians airgue that Luther 
denied the presence of Christ at the Swinglian Communion, only be- 
-cause he supposed that they did not observe it according to the 
words of Institution. In the Bekenntnis vom Abendmahl Christ!, we 
read (3). "The present enemies of the Sacrament have only bread and 
wine, because they have altered. ....... .even the words and the
Instituted ordinance of God." But it is obvious that this accusation 
of Lutter was not directed against the Zwinglian ritual itself, which 
was even stricter than that of the Lutherans, but against their 
interpretation of Christ's words.
"If it be that they change the words of God and Institution, and 
explain it in another way." It was not the Zurich ritual to which 
Luther objected, but the symbolical interpretation of the words of 
institution. Calvin's teaching regarding the faith necessary for the 
right use of the Lord's Supper,__has_of^en_been explained by his 
I "institutes. Book. IV. Chap. 17- paras. 11 & 40.
^ndlahl^wlimar Edit. vol . 26 .
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opponents, e.g. Hesshuss, as if he wished to exclude from the effects 
of the sacrament, those who have a weak faith, so that to a men of 
trembling conscience, there would be given mere empty symbols. It 
will be easy to absolve Calvin from this "crime*1 , as Hesshuss des- 
-cribes it. For, (saving in the Consensus Tigurinus, as we have 
seen) , whenever he makes the efficacy of tho sacrament to depend 
on the faith of the partaker, he does not demand a certain degree or
•s
measure of ffcith, but simply true, and not hypocritical faith. In
the Institutes, (Book IV. chap. 17), he declares only those unworthy
who have not the smallest spark of faith, and those as worthy, "who
come as poor to a benevolent giver, sick to a physician, sinful to
the author of righteousness, in fine, dead to Him whfc givea >life~-"
Calvin emphasises that the sacraments are for the feeble and the
infirm, to heal the deficiency of their faith and love.
He says finely that thi^ is the only and the best worthiness we can
present to God, "if we come in meekness, so that He may shew His
compassion, if we humble ourselves, that He may raise us up, if we
accuse ourselves, so that He may justify us".
And yet, no one who has actually read Luther's and Calvin's writings
on the Lord's Supper, will fail to observe, that there is a difference
in their conception of the faith that is requisite for the right use
of thf~; sacrament.
Luther always states that this faith rests simply on Christ's
promise and he requires the acknowledgement of the presence of the
body and the blood of Christ in the Supper.
Calvin describes it as a 'Lifting up of the Soul to Christ in heaven'
Who there communicates His grace to the believing soul. Khrard and
Kahnls , both quote numerous passages in this sense which might seem
to teach that the influence of the Holy Ghost is of a "Wunderbar
or Magisch" (I) nature. But as we have pointed out earlier in this
thesis, by this "Lifting up of the soul to Heaven," Calvin was 
directing bolievers to seek for Christ, not in the carnal elements, 
in the signs, but in the Heavenly places, where He is enthroned at 
God's right hand. It might have been better however, as Mftller says, 
if Calvin had explained this simple thing in a less symbolical way
of* m ° «>l6«U and
(Kahnis - Lehre vom Abendmahl . p. 410
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III.. Does the difference in Luther's and Calvin's Teaching on the 
Lord's Supper issue from galvin's Doctrine of Predestination? 
Some Theologians have found the distinction between Luther'& and 
Calvin's 2ucharistic Doetrine in the presence of Predestination 
elements in Calvin's Testimony. This contention is based on Article 
16 of the Consensus Tigurinus, "God does not exert His power indis­ 
criminately on all who receive the Sacraments, but only on the elect. 
For as He e#lightens unto Faith none but those whom He has fore­ 
ordained unto life, so by the secret agency of His spirit, He makes 
the rulect receive what the Sacraments offer." This teaching, as we 
have seen, was not stressed in Calkin's Polemic writings, against 
Westphal and Hesshuss, but it was never formally withdravm, since 
he considered Predestination as one of his fundamental dogmas. 
According to this representation of Calvin's dcotrine, the Castaways 
even if they came to the Lord's Supper, fired with a most ardent 
desire for Communion, would be cruelly scoffed at by God, and would 
receive only empty symbols. (I).
How, it is agreed that Luther held very much the same conception. 
This at least he had in common v/ith C&lvin, that this sacrament of 
the Lord's Supper, was only for the benefit (Heil), of the 31ect, and 
that the distinction between the Chosen and the Castaway depended on 
God's decree. Leaving this aside, however, we must ask, what influence 
had Calvin's Predestinarian doctrine on his teaching on the Lord's 
Supper? Those who ascribe great importance to this influence, seem 
to hold that Calvin said that men could be saved by the Decree of 
God without the intervention of any other means of grace. An inner 
working power would lead them to everlasting life, whether they took 
the sacraments or despised them. But this is a mistaken notion of 
Calvin's view. Calvin always taught against the Anabaptists and 
other'fanatics* , that God uses in the execution of His Decrees, the 
Word and the Sacraments as Instruments, and awakens and increases by 
means of them Repentance and Faith in the ^lect. If a man is anxious 
about his eternal salvation, and if it is necessary to show him how 
(I) Mailer, p-433-
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to overcome his fears, Calvin does not tell him to seek after the 
secret Will and Counsel of God, but he constantly leads him back to 
the Gospel and the Sacraments. He only adds this direction that he 
should not rely exclusively on the instruments, but that he should 
ascribe the whole work of his eternal salvation to God alone, Who 
works, where and when He pleases.
With Luther, there are two Categories of Communicants, The Worthy, 
who are armed with justifying, saving faith, and the Unworthy, who 
do not possess that faith.
So with Calvin, the Elect are the Worthy, and the Rejected are the 
Unworthy. Calvin does not agree with Bucer, (I) who makes a 
distinction between the unworthy and the godless. No one can prove 
that Calvin allows the Sleet to benefit by the Sacrament, before 
they attain to a state of faith. On the contrary, in the first words 
of the Chapter on the Lord's Supper in his Institutes, he rejects 
this opinion. And if Calvin seems to think that men, who at one 
time took the Communion without benefit, because they were without 
faith, may afterwards, when awakened from their sleep, derive 
blessings from the Supper, we must not forget that Luther's teaching 
lost some of its severity in its distinction between the Worthy, and 
the Unworthy guests. Luther allows that for all those who unworthily 
partake of the Lord's Supper, and later, through the grace of God, 
become worthy partakers of it, their former unworthy partaking will 
not lead to their judgment. We find therefore on this point, no 
important difference between the teachings of Calvin and Luther. 
Prom our enquiry, we find that so far, Luther and Calvin are in 
accord as to the effect of the Sacrament . £ven theologians of great 
standing in the Lutheran Church, do not deny this. According to 
Martin Chemnitz, "About the virtue, efficacy, use arid fruit of the 
Sacrament, there is no dispute. About these, we are all agreed." (2) 
This accord does not only concern the beneficial effect, but also
(1). See the Wittenberg Concordia. Thesis: page 112.
(2). Chemnitz. De fundacaentis sacrae coenae . (Chap.5) .
268.
the effect on those who take the Sacrament unworthily. 
I/uther warns those who take the Sacrament unworthily that they will 
meet with great difficulties (Schwierigkeiten) , but he does hot 
mention what these difficulties will be. He only repeats the 
assertion of St. Paul that the unworthy partakers of it sin against 
the body and blood of our Lord and that they will be judged for 
this, but he does not say what punishment they will receive. 
In this respect, there is no indication of any important difference 
between the teachings of Calvin and Luther. For the former bases 
his opinion regarding the effect of the Sacrament on those who 
unworthily receive it, entirely in analogy with the known but 
despised Word of God. Calvin says, "We nowhere read that they bring 
death upon themselves by receiving Christ unworthily, but by 
rejecting Him. "(I). He tells us that the despising of God's word 
has brought damnation to no one, who did not understand it, and he 
thinks in the same manner of the Lord's Supper. The Apostle does 
not pronounce judgment on those who do not come at all to the Table 
of the Lord, but on those who have heard the Words of Institution 
and Promise, and who must therefore have a notion, however obscure, 
of the meaning of the Supper, and wi.o are yet not afraid to pollute 
it through their lack of reverence .
We can therefore say that there are many points of agreement between 
Calvin and Luther as to the effect of the Lord's Supper, but we 
shall find that they have different views as to the Substance of
the Sacrament .
THE SUBSTAHCS OF TH£ LORD'S SUPPER.
Diffe^oce in the Conception of the Connection (a) between the 
Substance and the Effect, (b) Detween the Substance and the Signs. 
If we regard the matter in a general way, it might seem that Calvin 
has the same view of the Substance of the Supper as Luther. 
Calvin says sometimes not only that Christ is the Substance of the 
Supper, but he often says that the flesh and blood of Christ are 
offered us in the Sacrament. We recall such expressions as these,
?
"Christ gives us His own body and blood in the Lord's Supper," 
(I). Institutes- IV. Chap. 17- para. 33.
CHAPTER
t Sources of Calvin's Doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
Was Ratramnus the Precursor of Calvin's Doctrine?
CHAPTER HINETEEH.
The Sources of Calvin's Doctrine of the Lord's Supper, 
Was Ratramnus the Precursor of Calvin T s Doctrine?
269-
"He nourishes us with His flesh," "He makes us partakers of His 
flesh," and so forth. However at other times, hf seems to deny 
the presence of the flesh of Christ in the Sacrament. In the 
Institutes, Book IV. Chap. 17, para. 30., he rejects the dogma 
of the cirnal presence as an insipid invention, but his worrS 
have to be carefully examined. He does not deny the presence of 
the flesh of Christ in the Supper. On the contrary, he is con­ 
vinced that it is present, but he wishes it to be understood, not 
in a carnal but in a spiritual way. There need be no suspicion 
that he chose these expressions in order to approach the Lutheran 
Doctrine. His dogmatic principles compelled him to taka recount 
of the glorified nature of Christ, and therefore, of His glorified 
Fleeli and Blood. J?or, in Calvin*s opinion, the Glorified Body 
of Christ, intervenes in a certain way between the divine nature 
of Christ, and the believer, so that it conveys to his soul, the 
divine efficacy and power. Indeed he attributes to the divine 
flesh of Christ, a special life-giving power.(I). If it seems 
strange to some, to ascribe flesh and blood to the ascended and 
glorified body of Christ, we have to remember that Luther as well 
as Calvin, ascribes flesh and blood to the body of Christ even 
after its ascension. Notwithstanding this apparent agreement as 
to the Substance of the Lord's Supper, there is yet a difference 
in the views of Calvin and Luther as to the connection between the 
Substance and the affect of the Sacrament .
(a). Calvin brings the Substance and the affect into much closer 
connection than Luther.
According to Calvin f the one cannot be separated from the other. 
Sobody can partake of the Substance without experiencing the 
Salutary Effect.
According to Luther, a separation between the Substance and the 
Effect may take place in the case of the unworthy, who partake of 
the substance, without obtaining the benefit intended by Christ. 
With the above mentioned difference in conception, there is another 
pearlyi.allied____ _________ _
(l) Institutes, IV. Chap. 17, paras. 8 & 9.
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(b). Luther makes a closer union than Calvin of the Substance of the 
Lord's Supper and its Symbols*
According to Lather, anyone who receives the Symbols, receives also 
$he Substance, whereas Calvin believes that the unworthy receive the 
Symbols without the Substance.
According to Lather. Christ communicates the presence of His Flesh 
and Blood in the Lord's Supper to the bread and wine, in order that 
He may communicate it to those who partake of the signs. 
According to Calvin. Christ does not communicate the presence of His 
body and blood to the bread and wine, but to the souls of men, so 
that the use of bread and wine, as appointed by Christ is a symbol 
and pledge of that hidden fellowship with Christ. For, that Christ 
comes down into the bread and wine, Calvin decidedly denies* But 
that He comes into men's souls, he steadfastly maintains. 
Luther says that Christ gives Himself not merely With the Bread and 
Wine, but IS and Under the Bread and Wine.
Calvin says that believers receive the body and blood of Christ, as>
they receive the signs.
From this, there arises another difference between Calvin and Luther* 
Luther teaches that we receive Christ with the same organ that we 
receive the bread and vine, that is with the mouth, while Calvin 
thinks that we receive the symbols with the Mouth, but the body of 
Christ with Faith, as the mouth of the soul.
CALVIN'S COHCEPTIOK OF TEE SUBSTANCE OF 
THE LORD'S SUPPER IU CONTRAST WITH LUTHER'S.
Calvin teaches that the body, or, as he is accustomed to call it,the 
flesh of the Lord, (John VI.). is the Substance of the Sacrament In 
that from it, a quickening power comes down into the souls offbe­ 
lievers. We have seen that he often uses phrases like these, «$o 
feed our souls on the substance of the flesh," "This substance is 
Heavenly Food;" "Wfi are joined in substantial union with Christ," 
and soJbrth. -3y such expressions, he means to say that that Q«1ek- 
enlng power (Virtus) proceeds neither from our faith, nor fronf /the
Word of the Gospel, nor from the Holy Spirit, but in a mysterious 
way, from the substance of the glorified flesh of Christ.
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He denies categorically that this Substance can be commingled with 
the bodies of the believers or with their souls, for the flesh of 
Christ is contained in Heaven until the Day of Judgment. Therefore 
it cannot be present on earth according to its substance. He explains 
it more exactly in words like these, "Life flows into us from the 
substance of the flesh and blood of Christ; We receive life from the 
substance of the flesh and blood of Christ; Christ breathes His own 
life out of the substance of His flesh into our souls; Christ pours 
the vivifying energy of His flesh into us."
Calvin's conception of substance (I), as Professor lindsay has 
pointed out, contains the root of his theory. Out of the human 
nature of Christ, now exalted in divine glory, (or, to put it in 
Calvin's words), out of His flesh, there flows a peculiar, quickening 
power into the souls of bellarers on partaking of the Lord's Supper, 
so that they become united with their divine Head in the closest way.
LUTHSH'S CONCEPTIQfi OF THE SUBSTAHGE Qf 3H^ LORD'S SQPPEB, 
Luther, on the other hand, makes the body of Christ the Substance of 
the Lord's Supper, and he denies to it this quickening energy, 
ascribed to it by Calvin. Luther could not do otherwise, since he 
grants this substance of the Sacrament, also to the unworfehy. 
This feature of Calvin's theory, has lead Lutheran theologians, old 
and new, to attribute to him an ambiguity of thought. They are 
accustomed to complain that he confuses the substance of the Lord's 
Supper with its efficacy. AS a matter of fact, Calvin cannot separate 
the two f since to him, the divine substance of the sacrament and its 
quickening energy are one and the same thing.
Prom the above elucidation of the relative teaching of Luther and 
Calvin, we already see that we must make some modification of 
Chemnitz' dictum, that there is between Calvin and Luther no differ­ 
ence in conception as to the virtue, efficacy, use and fruit of 
the Sacrament.
Calvin asserts that the quickening energy of the glorified flesh of 
Christ, whence arises the mystical union of believers with Him, and
(I). Lindsay. II. p.59.
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their engrafting into His life, is not only assured to them in the 
Lord's Supper, WTTs also communicated to them for the nourishing, 
increasing, and strengthening of that union.
Does Luther teach that this engrafting into Christ's life is the 
direct effect of the Ho3y Supper?
In Lather, we find a similar thought only in these passages, in 
which he teaches that the Resurrection of our body is effected by 
the communication of the Body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 
This view, as we have seen, Luther afterwards abandoned, and it can 
be readily realised why he did not designate the nourishing and 
Increasing of the Mystical Union with Christ, as the end and effect 
of the Supper.
According to Calvin. the quickening energy of that divine flesh 
penetrates into the souls of believers, whereas according to Luther, 
Christ gives Bis flesh and blood through the bodily mouth to the 
unworthy as well as to the worthy. Seeing then that all receive 
the flesh, the unworthy would perforce receive the nourishing and 
increasing of the Mystical Union, This, of course, would be absurd, 
and impossible to maintain. Luther makes no such claims for the 
body and blood of Christ. He teaches on the contrary, that the 
Flesh and Blood of Christ are given as a token of the forgiveness 
of sins. This token is given to all, who receive the Sacrament, 
but while for the believer, it provides a most precious assurance, 
it works to the detriment of the profane and unworthy, through 
their own negligence and contempt.
Prom the above we see then, that there was a decided difference 
between the views of Luther and Calvin as to the Force and Efficacy 
pf the Sacrament. If ^e return now to the Substance of the 
Sacrament. we find that according to Calvin . this Substance is a 
vitalising energy which proceeds from the glorified flesh of Christ,
and flows into our souls.
Luther, on the other hand, belJsres that the divine Substance of the 
Lord's Supper, consists not in the power and efficacy of the flesh 
and blood of Jesus Christ, but ia this body and this blood itself• '
He says, about this Substance, that whenever the Holy Communion is 
partaken of, according to the Institution of Christ, (i.e. in a Church
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which teaches Christ's presence), the Substance is in closest union 
with the Bread and Wine.
If we now seek to arrive at a final decision as to the fundamental 
difference in the views of Calvin and Luther on the sub.lect of 1ne 
Lord's Supper, weshall probably find it in the distinction we have 
seen drawn between the Substance of the Body and Blood of Jesus 
Christ, and the quickening power which proceeds from it. Calvin 
maintains against Hesshuss that there was no dispute about the 
Substantial Presence, nor about the Substantial Partaking, but 
only about the Mode and Manner. (I). Similar expressions are often 
found in his writings and in those of his followers. It seems to 
have escaped even his keen intellect, that the different views as 
to theT£ode", had really their ground in the fact that he and 
Luther had different ideas of WHAT is present and distributed in 
the Lord's Supper to the believing soul. IPor Calvin denied, as we 
have seen, that the substance of the glorified Christ is present in 
the Lord's Supper. He maintained that Christ is present by the 
Lifegiving power which proceeds from His flesh, and is efficacious 
in the believing soul.
Luther, on the contrary, maintained that the Substance of the body 
and blood of Christ Himself is distributed and received in the 
Holy Supper.
?frLs is the secret of the difference in view between Luther and Calvin 
If 7/e consider the revised version of Luther's teaching of 1528 
onwards, we find that he holds, that what is given, Iff, WIfH, and 
OHDEfi, the bread is not an "Agens", a living, active thing, which 
from its nature, influences, moves and transforms those who receive 
it, but it is a Thing which suffers itself to be treated reverently 
or profanely, according to the freewill of the Communicant, For 
this divine thing is, through the will and word of Christ so closely 
united with the visible elements, that it cannot be separated from
them, in the partaking of the Holy Supper.
And as the visible elements may be handled in a holy or in a profane
manner, so this Heavenly thing has subjected itself to the freewill 
of the communicant.
(I). Heschuss. Tracts II. p.506. - De vera Participatione.
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In reply to Oekolampadius, who said, that he must be a fine king who 
allows his body to be thrown about the alter by wicked fellows, 
Lather defends his opinions in this ingenious way, "The honour of 
our Lord resides in this, that he lowered Himself in the flesh for 
our sake - - - -that He suffered Himself to be treated disgracefully, 
(unehrlich) on the Cross and on the altar."(I). To Lather then, what 
is present as a Pledge, is a "Res Animata", but not "Agens". 
According to Calvin's teaching, what is communicated to the Christian 
in the Lord's Supper, is not merely a jiving. Thing, but an Acting 
(Agens), lifegiving thing. As Schneckenburger says, "Calvin holds 
that the Christ communicated in the Lord's Supper is in no other 
manner present than as the Communicator (Mittheilende)".(2). Accord­ 
ing to Ebrard, (3) the difference in Luther's and Calvin's teaching 
is the difference between the "Substantia in Substantia*, and the 
"Actus in Actu." And as this lifegiving thing concerns only the 
spiritual life, it therefore cannot be distributed with the bread 
and wine, or partaken of with the mouth. It penetrates directly 
into the soul without any intermediary. This lifegiving thing which 
is continually acting, and nourishing and increasing the spiritual 
life of aan, cannot be received by everyone, as a thing of common 
use, It is only received by those whose hearts have been opened by 
faith. It is not possessed by men, but it possesses men. It cannot 
be treated well or badly by them, but it moves, inspires, and 
changes men. It is an "AGEHS."
This lifegiving force proceeds from the glorified flesh of Christ, 
in such a way, that it is the instrument or the channel through 
which Christ, the God Man, gives His life to man. This communication, 
although it is continual, reaches its summit, when Christ makes us 
partakers of His lifegiving flesh and blood in the Sacrament. Althougi
(1). Dass diese Worte ----- Weimar Edit. vol. 23.
(2). Schneckenburger. ----- Die orthodoxe Lehre. p. 151.
(3). Ebrard. II. p. 458,525.
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this communication consists in action, operation, and animation, one 
can nevertheless say that those who worthily partake of the Lord's 
Supper, are eating the flesh of Christ. For these and similar 
expressions mean that this lifegiving force is received in the inner 
man, in the secrecy of the soul. (I).
Melanchtnon, in a communication to Theodor Yitus, speaking of the 
Letter which Luther wrote to the Venetians in 1543, is surprised 
that learned men for $0 many centuries, when treating of the Lord's 
Supper, have not thought of the distinction which subsists between 
an AGEHS LIBERUM (a freely acting agent), and a EES ASIMATA (Animated
thing), (2). In these few words, Melanchthon has touched the 
principal point of difference between Calvin's and Luther's teaching 
on the subject of the Lord's Supper. To Calvin, Christ is present 
as an "Agens Liberum".
We cannot however, conclude our inquiry without touching on some 
fluctuations of opinion through which the teaching of the one appeaxa 
to approach the doctrine of the other, more closely than one would 
have expected from the preceding discussion.
If we examine Calvin's teaching, we can detect no fluctuations of 
any importance. As he defined it at the beginning, in the Institutes 
of 1536, and in the De Coena Domini (1540), he maintained it all 
hie life. He may have used expressions at times which seemed to 
reduce the divergence between his and Luther's teaching. He says 
frequently in his early and his later writings, "Christ gives the 
true substance of His body and of His blood in the Supper". (3).
\
"Christ truly quickens our souls with the substance of His flesh and 
blood." But He never neglects to explain clearly the meaning of 
these expressions. We do not of course, assert that Calvin's teach­ 
ing needs no rectification. There may be necessary elements lack­ 
ing in his testimony, and we shall discuss certain apparent 
ambiguities, when we come to speak of the consistency of the theory.
SevettheJ.ess^jse^affirm^th^^
(1). Miiller. p. 463.
(2). Corpus Reformatorum Tom. V. p. 208. Ebrard, II. 467.
. De Coenao - - - Tracts II. p. 169-
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are flared in such an absolute way, and are related so closely to one 
another, that any modification or completion by the more exact 
definition of what is obscure, or by the addition of what seems to 
be wanting, is much more difficult thaji the further development of 
Luther's teaching. (I).
We now proceed to a final glance at that teaching. 
We have already made clear that, according to Luther's judgment, 
the divine gift of the Holy Supper is a thing which is subordinated 
to the partaker, and we have stated his grounds for this opinion, 
The communion of the unworthy seems to have forced him to this view. 
But we find in some of his writings, as Schenkel (2) points out, 
some passages which seem, to set the matter in a different light. 
He speaks of the flesh of Christ received in the Sacrament, as a 
spiritual and eternal food, which, unlike coauon food, is not 
changed into the flesh of the partaker, but which changes the par­ 
taker and makes him to resemble Christ Himself, and endows Him 
with the Spirit. (3). He therefore calls the body or the flesh in 
the Sacrament a "Gottesfleisch* a "Gelstfleisch". He says of it,
•It is in God and God in it. Therefore it is living, and gives 
life to all who eat it, both body and soul". From this it appears 
that the body and blood are by no means inactive in the Supper, on 
the contrary, that they do something, and are operative in the 
receiver. But Luther omits to explain how this is consistent with 
the partaking by the unworthy, for they then would also receive the 
life-giving flesh of Christ. He even speaks in some places as if 
he had altogether forgotten the communion of the unworthy. In 
connection with this, he also frequently says that the body of 
Christ is received by the mouth, but not torn by the teeth, and so 
forth, for this receiving of the true and Substantial body of Christ 
does not take place in a coarse or carnal way, but in a spiritual 
and supernatural and mysterious manner. By these words, the
•Manducatio Oralis" seems to be fcpenly withdrawn.
(1). Julius Ifaller, p. 464.
(2). Schenkel. Wesen des Protestantisnius. Vol. I. p. 524.f.
(3). Dass diese Worte. - - - - Weimar Edit. vol. 23.
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Further, Luther often asserts that the body of Christ, although it 
is received entirely at every communion by every guest, still remains 
uninjured, and without change in its glorious state at the right 
hand of God. In the Letter to the Swiss, (I). 13 Dec. 1537., he 
denies that Christ descends from, and ascends to Heaven, whether 
visible or invisible. "We hold firmly to this article of faith, 
'Ascended to Heaven, Seated at the right hand of God*." Do such 
words not lead to a IXialism, to an assertion of the existence of 
two different kinds of body, the one partaken of in the Supper, and 
the other a Spiritual body? And does Luther not approach the 
"DTRAMISCH" view of Calvin in some places? In a well-known 
illustration (2)* he speaks of the light which comes from one sun, 
and which illuminates innumerable places at the same time. He 
speaks of the mirror which, when smashed in a thousand pieces, will 
show in each piece the same image; of the Toice of the Preacher 
which may be heard by four or five thousand people. 
Are we not led to the conclusion that with Luther, it is not really 
a question of the Substance, but of the Presence of an activity of 
the Substance? Prom such expressions, and there are many similar 
in his wf it ings, do we not see him inclining to the idea which, at 
that time was the basis of the teaching of Bucer and Peter BSartyr, 
and which afterwards, was developed in detail by Calvin?
ill: De Wette - Luthers Briefe. ?. p. 85.Grosses Bekenntnis vom Abendmahl. Erl. Ed. XXX. p.369.




THE SCRIPTURAL BASIS Q£ CALVIN'S THEORY OP THE LORD* S SPPPEB. 
It is now necessary to examine how Calvin*s Doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper stands in relation to Holy Scripture. In order to make this 
relation clearer, we must discover what exactly is the Biblical 
Doctrine of this Sacrament. What was the thought and intention of 
the Lord, when Ee instituted the Holy Feast? One thing is clear. 
Christ never intended, to set a problem to rack the brains of 
future ages. (I). He did not intend, that the history of His Supper 
should be a Passion History. (2). A&ainst this, Jfllicher (3) has 
justly protested, maintaining that in the Supper, we have a parable, 
the simplicity of which is demanded by the very solemnity of the
original circumstances. Jftlicher, however, carries the simplifying 
process rather far, and Haupt (4) is warranted in replying that 
the Master could not be precluded, by any lack of understanding on 
the part of His disciples, from expressing in that solemn feast 
the deepest thoughts of Hid heart. But Jfllicher is so far right , 
that in its main outlines, the Supper was intended by Jesus to be, 
not a problem, but a rite, the general purpose of which was perfect­ 
ly intelligible to the men who sat round Him that night at the table,
(5).
During the last 30 or 40 years, the Hew Testament teaching on the
Lord's Supper has been examined and discussed with a critical 
minuteness and care which has never before been devoted to it. And 
though the Critical scholars are by no means agreed as to the 
general conclusions that ought to be come to regarding the nature 
and significance of the ordinance, at all events, their united 
labours have done something to indicate the path by which the 
Church can alone hope to arrive at a harmonious, because a historic­ 
al view of the subject.
(I). Weizsacker: Apostolic Age II. p. 281.
'). Lgofs. Eauch<s- Herzog. Real. Ency. Art. Abendmahl. I. 44.
t )m Julicher, - TheologiecJie Abhandlungen, p. 240.
( 4)« Haupt, Ober die Ursprdngliche Form and Bedeutung der Abend-
smahlsworte, page 24*
(5). Lambert, the Sacraments of the Mew Testament, page 284.
Moffat, The Lord's Supper in the 4th Gospel, Expositor, 1913.
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There are certain thinge which criticism may be said to have deter­ 
mined finally. One point in particular must be regarded as funda­ 
mental - that all accurate thinking on the subject must start from 
the historical-Supper in the Upper Room. And if it is absurd to start 
from the later dogma regarding the Lord's Supper, and draw infer­ 
ences from that as to the original teaching on the subject, it is 
equally absurd to begin, as is so often done, not at the centre, 
but at the circumference, not with the narratives of the Supper, 
but with the 6th Chapter of John. (I). If there is anything which 
historical criticism may be said to have determined beyond possibili 
of reasonable challenge, it is this, that the only way in which we
can hope to arrive at a true doctrine of the Supper is by studying 
the actions and words of Jesus at the historical Supper in Jerusalem.
Lobstein (2) has pointed out that this was the professed aim of all 
the Reformers, as of Schleiermaoher, the • dominating inspiration of
the revival of the Protestant theology of our age** It would be easy 
to gather and collect from the works of the Reformers, many cate­
gorical declarations concerning the normative and typical character 
of the first Supper. When Luther wished to combat the sacrifice 
of the Mass, he insisted on the necessity of maintaining the identity 
of the institution of Christ and of the doctrine and practice of
the present time, and he makes of this identity the criterion of the 
Christian character of our worship, and of our conception of the
Lord's Supper. (3)«
When Zwingll deals with the Supper in his most extended and complete 
dogmatic work, he begins by asserting that if the usage of the 
Sacrament had been kept up according to the institution of Chrifct, 
the Chwrch would have been saved from the most criminal abuses. (4)* 
When Calvin in his Tract, De Coena Domini, lays down the lines of 
discussion, he begins with these words, "first, we shall explain 
to what end and for what purpose, our Lord instituted this holy 
sacrament. *( 5) t and in the course of his exposition, he frequently 
refers to the ordinance of the Lord, either to prove his own 
doctrine, or to combat the ideas of his opponents. "So that we may 
despatch all these troubles, we must reduce all to the ordinance 
of the Lord, as the rule which will not allow us to fail, when we
(Ifollow
gore, tfle Boy og UhriSt, - p. p. 21. 24
(2). Lobstein - La doctrine de la sainte C&ne p.!3.f.f.
(3). Luther - De Captivitate Baby._Wa61^Bach3Leim. p. 162.
(4). De vera et falsa Relig. III. 24O- '
(5) Tracts II. p. Ib4. x.T.
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Lobstein comments however on the meagre use which Zwingli made of 
his great rule and principle, and how in his controversy with Lather, 
he fails to appeal to the normative authority of the first Supper,
and bases his argument on John, Chap. 6.
Lobstein is of opinion that Calvin also is dominated by the 
Johannine point of view. "nevertheless", he says, "Indications 
referring to the typical character of the first Supper celebrated 
by Christ, are not entirely wanting in the capital work of Calvin (I> 
And as the Reformers frequently refer to the original intention 
and the primitive idea of the Lord, Schleiermacher also, asks that 
our Supper should make present and actual the impression produced 
on the first discipled by the word and institution of the Master. (2) *| 
And now, as regards tM.§J£X^ it 
is common knowledge that we have four different narratives of the 
event. Each of the three Synoptists gives an account of the scene.
John, on the other hand, does not do so, though he speaks of a 
supper that took place on the night before the Master's death. B&t 
to compensate for John's silence, we have Paul's important narrative 
in the llth Chap, of 1st. Cors.
Until the appearance of festcott and Eort's Sew Testament in 1881, 
it was generally recognised that an examination of these four 
narratives, reveals the existence of two distinct groups or 
textual types, one type being represented by lark and Matthew, 
and the other by Luke and Paul. Bit Westcott and Hort raised a 
serious difficulty in the way of this principle of grouping. Having 
examined the Bezan Codex (D), and several of the old Latin versions, 
£hey struck out from the Lukean account of the Supper, not only 
the significant words, "This do in remembrance of Me 1 , but the 
phrase, "Which is given for you". This would of course throw Luke's 
narrative of the Supper entirely out of line with Paul's. But in 
spite of the high authority of Westcott and Hort, recent criticism 
tends more and more to decide against them here, and the Textus 
Receptus is now generally followed in these passages.( 3) .
(1). Lobstein, p. 15.f.
(2). Schleiermacher, Der Christliche Glaube. p. 139.123.
(3)- Lambert, p. 245; Schultzen, Das Abendiaahl iia fi.T. p. 112.
and Schweizer, Das Abendmahl im Zusammemhang mit dem Leben
Jesus, I. p. 46.
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As regards the priority within these groups, Hark and Paul, are 
usually given the preference. In the question of the relative 
authority of the two, while Julicher and Spitta favour Mark, Dr. 
Percy Gardner decides very emphatically for Paul. Lambert regards 
Paul and Mark as having equal claims, and thinks it impossible to 
assign any distinct priority to either. (I).
On this question, Calvin is on sound exegetical ground. He accepts 
the three Synoptic accounts, and dbso Paul's contribution in I. Core, 
and he grants implicitly that there are two groups of texts* It 
can hardly be said which he favours, as he uses both, although 
perhaps more frequently the Paul - Lukean testimony. His doctrine 
is worked out on broad exegetical lines.
As regards the Johannine teaching in Chap. 6« it must be acknowledged 
that in a general sense, Calvin related this to his doctrine of the 
Lord* s Supper. He could not well do otherwise, holding as he did 
a strong belief in the Mystical union which subsists between Christ 
and the believing soul. He does not however, base his teaching 
on this passage. He rather accepts Its general spirit, and allows 
himself to be influenced by its parabolic teaching of the vivific 
power of the body of Christ. He accepts it as a parable. CalvAn 
was too busily engaged in combat ting the Romanist theory to allow 
the passage more than a parabolic significance. In his Commentary 
on John 6, he remarks upon the unusual succession of phrases, 
"Bread which cometh down from heaven; Sating the flesh; Drinking 
the blood; Eating Him 1*, etc., but he does not relate them directly 
to the Lord's Supper.
It has sometimes been said that Calvin works by a priori methods 
in his treatment of the Scripture. He has been accused of setting 
forth with fixed dogmatic conceptions of the Lordf s Supper, and 
of referring to the New Testament for corroboration of his 
predetermined theory.
• I
(I). Julicher. fheologlsche Abhandlungen, p. 257. 
Spitta, Umchrietenturn, p. 266* 
Gardner. The Origin of the Lord's Supper, p. 12. 
Lambert; The Sacraments of the Hew Testament, p.249. 
Moffat; Expositor, 1913 - The Lord's Supper in the 4th Gospel.
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In repelling this objection, we must remember the caored place that 
Scripture held in the estimation of the Beformed church. The Holy 
Scripture was their Rule of Faith. Calvin rather draws his theory 
from the Scriptures, and his language is replete with Biblical 
terms. Prof. Wernle says, "Calvin deduces all his ideas from the 
Bible. It is his codex of doctrine and of life*. (I). 
Much of the present day discussion on the Lord's Supper is con­ 
cerned with its occasion and its date. Was it at a Passover feast 
or at an ordinary evening meal? Was it celebrated on the regular 
day of the Jewish Passover (the 14th Sisan), or was it celebrated 
the day before? It is known that the Synoptists favour the first 
alternative, while it is quite clear from the Johannine narrative 
that the Lord's Supper cannot have been held on the regular flight 
of,the Jewish Passover. Ihis question has been very keenly debated,
and some scholars have arrived at the decided opinion that there 
was no connection whatsoever, outward or inward, between the 
Supper of Jesus and the Jewish Passover. (2). Several modern 
writers have suggested that our lord and His disciples kept the 
feast a day sooner than it was kept by the rest of the Jewish 
community. In all such questions, Calvin had little if any 
interest. He accepted the general facts of the common narrative*
Be was more concerned with the divine significance and mystery 
of the feast than with its occasion and mode of celebration. 
On the other hand, there is no doubt that the thought of the 
Passover underlay and coloured Calvin's eucharistic doctrine, from 
the symbolism of the Passover, he drew some of his most significant 
teaching. Prom the Passover, we can deduce a relation between the 
Supper and the death of Christ. An ordinary meal of bread and 
wine might not suggest this idea, but a paschal meal clearly 
suggests it. If Jesus rose towards the end of a solemn repast, 
at which He and His disciples had been partaking together of the 
lamb of the Jewish Passover, and taking a loaf in His hands, brake
}, Wernle, Akademischer Yortrag, p; 31.
2). Grafe, Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirehe; II. p, 136.3). Godet; Beyschlag; Lobstein, and many others.
Z&ckler, Herzog-Hauck. vol. II. p. 32,42.
Sanday. Hastings Diet of the Bible, vol. II. p.634.
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it and gave it to his disciples to eat, and then said of it, "This 
is My body for you*, the analogy between the slain lamb and the 
broken bread is apparent.
Salvin clearly embraced this Passover analogy, and related the 
Lord* s Supper to the death of Christ. Again, the connection of 
the Passover with the Supper has a bearing upon the question 
whether the latter was meant to be repeated. In the case of the 
Passover, every Jew was familiar with the words, *And this day 
shall be unto you for a memorial; and ye shall keep it a feast to 
the Lord throughout your generations". (Exod. 12,14), and if the 
Lord's Supper sprang out of a Passover meal, and was deliberately 
set by Jesus in this relation of filiation to it, that goes to 
confirm what was evidently the belief of the church from the 
earliest days, that Jesus both intended and commanded the repetition 
of the feast as a memorial of Himdelf. How Calvin cannot be said 
to lay the aame emphasis on the Commemorative aspect as Zwingli, 
who was accused of stressing it too strongly, fo many Lutherans, 
as we have seen, that appeared to be the main feature of Zwingli f s 
doctrine, and yet, Calvin clearly maintains the institutional 
character of the Supper. We have seen the great desire which he 
expressed for its frequent celebration, and how he was frustrated 
in his desire to establish the weekly celebration in the church 
of Geneva. On the subject much debated today, (I), as to whether 
Christ instituted the holy Supper, or if it owes its institutional 
character to Paul, Calvin would have only one answer. He would 
lead tiis back to the Upper Room. He had no doubts as to the fact, 
that it was Christ who instituted His own feast, and commanded 
His disciples to continue to celebrate it as a memorial of His 
death, 'Until He come 1 .
(I). Guy; Was Holy Communion instituted by Jesus Christ? (1924).p.95,
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Once TTIO re, if the Supper took place at the close of a Paschal feast 
and was designed by Jesus to serve a purpose similar in His 
community, to that which the Passover had fulfilled in the history 
of the Jews, it naturally claims an inheritance in the associations 
and ideas of sacrificial meals generally, and of the &reat Jewish 
Covenant-meal of redemption in particular* Its conjunction with 
the older rite suggests that it was meant to be an act of thanks­ 
giving and worshipful communion with God, and at the same time, an 
act of social fellowship and brotherly love, by which Christ's 
disciples bound themselves to one another. This aspect of the Pass­ 
over, Calvin decidedly associated with the Lord's Supper. We have 
seen in our elucidation of his teaching how he makes mention of 
the attitude of mind and heart with which we must approach the 
Eoly Table. We have noted his exhortations to Thanksgiving and a 
holy life; and also to brotherly love and charity. He does not 
lay so much stress as Zwingli on the Lord's Supper as a "Community 
Sign", but he certainly held that it was a rite, like the Passover,
to be celebrated by God's chosen people. His views on ecclesiastical 
discipline took their origin from his fervent desire to keep pure 
the body of the Lord, the Church, and he exhorts all Christians 
to realise their unity in Christ. He also explained the resulting 
duties of Christians to one another as members of one great body* 
We have seen how he stressed what Seeberg calls the 'sozialethisch 1 
(I) aspect of the Holy Peast.
All these features of the Passover are found in Calvin's teaching 
on the Lord's Supper, and this was only to be expected, when we 
remember how closely he related the Old Testament to the Eew. It 
is a criticism (2) often levelled against him, that he made no 
distinction between the Spirit of the Bible and the Spirit of Christ* 
that he showed too, much respect to the Law and the Old Testament 
and was forgetful of the sweet reasonableness of our Lord. But in 
his relating of the Supper to the Passover, He was on sure and
cettain ground .________ _ __
(1). Seeberg. IV p. 608.
(2). Prof. Choisy, to the present writer, July 1925.
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But now, when we approach the actual words of the Institution of 
the Sacrament, we find that Calvin*g particular view raises many 
thorny and difficult questions.
A long controversy has raged on the question, "What did Jesus mean, 
when He said, - 'This is My body*?" For many a day, the copula was 
fastened upon, and the point was keenly discussed whether the ESTI 
denotes identity of substance, or merely points to a representation 
of the body by the Bread. We have seen how Oekolampadius pointed 
out, as many (I) have done since, that if Jesus spoke in Aramaic, 
He would not use any copula at all, but would simply say, "This - 
Hy Body." That Jesus meant that the bread which He had handed to 
Hia disciples was literally Hie earthly body is, of course, imposs­ 
ible. That the body which Jesus dispensed in the Upper Room, was 
His glorified Body, is equally inconceivable. How Calvin is of 
opinion that certain forces, proceed from Christ's Glorified Body, 
and are communicated to the believing soul. This brings us face 
to face with the alternative (2) - either the Sacrament of the 
Church is something essentially different from the original Supper,
or the body of Christ, as He sat at the table in Jerusalem, must 
have experienced some magical transformation of which our historical 
narratives have nothing to tell us. "?rom all such dreams and 
speculations", says Lambert, "we can only be delivered by adhering 
firmly to our historical statements, and refusing to allow dogmatic 
considerations of one kind or another to tempt us to assume this, 
that, or the other miraculous event for which our sources afford 
no warrant whatsoever." (2). These are hard words, as Adamson (3), 
has pointed out, and we must see if they are justified. Lambert (4) 
himself distinguishes between the immediate didactic value of the 
Supper, and its special purpose as an institution. There is certain­ 
ly no Scriptural warrant for Calvin's particular description of the 
"Mode" of the mystical communion between the believer and Christ,






Zahn's Einleitung, I. p. I - 24•
Lambert, p. 279 - 210.
Adamson, The Christian Doctrine of the Lord's Supper.
Lambert, p. 315•
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for his particular explanation. Calvin certainly asserted, as we 
have seen, that his doctrine was based on Holy Scripture. Luther 
also made such claims, but we find no mention in the Bible of hie 
particular doctrines of ubiquity and t communicatio idiomatum* . 
fhe Zwinglian Alloeosis also finds no warrant in the first Supper in 
the Upper Room. If we regard the Lord's Supper as an acted parable 
or a 'twin parable*, as Julicher (I) and Lambert (2), both suggest 
it might seem that there was something almost prophetic in the 
relation of the first supper to subsequent celebrations. Gretillat 
has suggested this explanation." As the paschal feast was typical 
(typique) of the institution of the sapper, so the words of the 
institution of the Supper were only prophetic, and the act which
they accompanied, could only be the pledge of succeeding celebrations?
(3).
And yet Calvin would have been the first to object to any theory
which of necessity, involved that the first celebration in the upper 
room was not a true communion. He would have regarded the Supper, 
as partaken of daily or weekly in the New Testament times, as 
reproducing in all its essentials, the rite inaugurated on the night 
on which the Lord Jesus was betrayed.
Professor H.R. Mackintosh has discussed this point, and he sees the 
defect of Calvin's theory in the quasi-material manner in which he 
regards the flesh and blood of Christ. He thinks that the Reformed 
writers, and Calvin in particular, were haunted by the fear, that it 
is not enough to know that in the sacrament, the soul feeds upon 
Christ by faith and love. Calvin tried to get behind that simple 
thought. He tried to grasp some spiritual and heavenly substance, 
by assimilating which, celestial benefits become ours. "In the 
higher reaches of his theory, Calvin put forward certain speculations 
which have very little meaning, and which he himself must have been 
at a lose to understand." (4).
(1). Julicher, Iheologische Abhandlungen, p. 243.
(2). Lambert, p. 282.
(3). Gretillat. Theolfcgie. Systematique. p. 512.
(4). Mackintosh. Expositor. March 1903, p. 194.
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Prof. Mackintosh would not object to Calvin's theory, did he make
plain, that what * flesh and blood 1 mean, is not any 'indefinable 
substance', but simply Christ Himself, as a Person, incarnate, cruc­ 
ified, and clothed in the gospel of His death 1 (I). But did 
Calvin not mean that?
Did he not inveigh against all material conceptions? He not only 
regarded the words of Institution as symbolical; but also such phiases 
as 'eat and drink*, and 'flesh and blood*.
He regarded the former as signifying 'spiritual assimilation', and 
the latter as pointing to an incarnate Redeemer, and our interest in 
His death. We do not claim that Calvin's doctrine reproduced exactly 
the words and sense of Scripture, but we claim that the spirit of 
his theory reproduced the spirit of the first celebration in the 
Upper Room. He taught a real communion of the believer with the 
Person of Christ.
There is no doubt that he emphasised the Human nature of that Person 
but that was because of his zeal to secure to the communicant the 
treasures of Christ's Sacrificial death.
We have always to remember too, that 'Christ's flesh* and the 
'Substance of Christ's flesh* were always regarded in his teaching 
as signifying spiritual Bnergy and Power.
A Second element in Calvin's doctrine of the Lord's Supper which 
has to meet the charge of being Unscriptural, is the conception of 
which we have repeatedly made mention, that the soul of the believer 
partakes of the substance of Christ by ascending to heaven, and 
feeding upon His body there. We cannot of course claim that this 
has any warrant in Holy Scripture, but Calvin would have been the 
last to make such a claim. We have already seen that he put this 
forward as a devout exhortation. It was nothing more than the
'Sursum Corda' of the Early Church, and it was enjoined as an answer 
to the Lutheran Consultantiation, and the Honan Catholic Transub- 
stantiation, both of which brought down the body from Heaven, and 
associated it with the bread. We do not think thet there was anythto 
material in this conception of Calvin. He held firmly to the thought 
that in the sacrament, there is an actual and spiritual communication
of grace. When he speaks of a 'materia coelestis* , he does not mean 
more, than that in tne sacrament, there is a presence of Christ
objective, true and real.
(I). Hackintosh. Expositor, March 1903, p. 194.
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There is one other aspect of the Scriptural doctrine of the Supper 
which we must touch upon, before we close, - The Eschatological. 
Matthew, Mark and Luke, all reproduce the words of Christ, "I will 
no more drink of the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it 
new with you in the kingdom of God."
This same thought id found in the Pauline sentence, "Por as often as 
ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye proclaim the Lord's death, 
until He come."
This Eschatological aspect, which here finds expression, was one, we 
must believe, of great importance in our Lor-d's view of the instit­ 
ution , though it has frequently had less than justice done to it 
in the doctrinal and litdrgical formulations of the church. (I). 
Some modern writers, on the other hand, have done more than justice 
to it, for they have presented it in an altogether exaggerated form. 
Spitta. for example, entirely rejects the idea that Jesus made any 
reference to His death in the Supper, and insists that it is only 
when our Lord's words are regarded from the Eschatological point of 
view, that they can be rightly understood. (2).
Schweizer, who fully acknowledges the emphasis laid by our Lord on 
the thought of Eis death, has overestimated the Eschatological bear­ 
ings of the Supper. (3)«
But if such representations err on the side of excess, they have at 
least done good service by bringing into prominence the fact that 
the high and solemn words with which Jesus concluded the Supper and 
its institution, prove that He meant it to have a real and close 
connection with the hopes of His people for the future world. The 
language, of course is figurative, but it conveys an assurance and 
a hope.
"Here Jesus gives His disciples the express promise of a re-assembly 
in Eis company, and not only so, He turns the very observance of this 
parting meal into an outward reminder and pledge of the promise he
f lj. Lambert, p. 305«2). Spitta. (Jmchristentum. p. 282. ff.
(3). Schweizer. Das Abendmahl. I. p. 61. ff.
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gives".......The sacrament is a foretaste of the heavenly feast which
they shall enjoy, when their Lord shall come again and receive them 
unto Himself." (I).
It is questionable whether Calvin has made enough of this eschatolo- 
glcal aspect of the Supper. He certainly mentions it, but he does 
not emphasise it. This is in harmony with his whole standpoint. It 
is significant that Calvin wrote Commentaries on all the New Testa­ 
ment books save the Apocalypse. In the Insts. Bk.III. Chap. 25, sect, 
10, he warns against vain and frivolous curiosity. He makes no men­ 
tion there of the 'marriage supper of the Lamb 1 . He exhorts us to 
cultivate sobriety in the matter of our future state, "lest unmind­ 
ful of our feeble capacity, we presume to take too lofty a flight, 
and be overwhelmed by the brightness of the celestial gloiry.* 
In conclusion, if we measure in a general manner, Calvin&s doctrine 
of the Lord's Supper by the norm of Holy Scripture, we find that in 
its principal features, it gives a faithful reproduction.
I.. With the Bible, Calvin teaches that the Lord's Supper was design­ 
ed to be a Commemoration of Christ's Sacrifice and Death, by which 
the new covenant was established. With Scripture, he connects its 
celebration with the Memorial feast out of which it sprang.
II. With the Bible, he teaches that there is in the Supper a special 
grace, that of a real communion with the very person of Christ Him­ 
self. The elements are not only, exposed before us, but we are 
invited to eat and drink.
III. With the Bible, he teaches that the Supper is the Bond of Love 
which unites Christians with one another, and that the celebration 
is a public profession of their common faith in the efficacy of the 
death of Christ.
IV. With the Bible, he teaches that without gaith f which lays hold
in Christ on the pardon of the cross and life eternal, there is no
n 
true communion i$ His flesh and blood. (2).
18: Lambert, P. 309-Destrech. La Sainte Gene d'apres Calvin, p. 34.
Calvin * B Doctrine of the Iord t s Supper. 
Is li. Candid and Consistent?
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CHAPTER EIGHTEEN.
CALYIK ' S DOCTRIHE £F THE LORD'S SUPPER. X§. I£ CARBID AND CONSISTENT? 
complains in his Die Lehre Tom Abendmahl, that "It is diffi­
cult to enter into Calvin's thought on the Lord's Supper, not on 
account of its depth, but by reason of its artificial, indefinite 
and cloudy nature. For, Calvin treats those with the greatest con­ 
tempt, who connect the body and blood with the elements, while yet 
he considers it a gross misrepresentation, if any one esteems that 
he does not think the elements to be vehicles of the true body and 
blood". (I).
This is a criticism of Calvin from the Lutheran standpoint, although 
it is interesting to note that ITahnis himself came to adopt the 
'Dynamical* theory in his later teaching (2). He is classed by 
Philippi as definitely and essentially Calvinist. (3). 
Dr. Alexander Gchweizer. in Die Christliche Glaubenslehre, speaking 
of Calvin, says, "Calvin, who discerns a 'too much' in Luther, and 
a 'too little' in Zwingli, tries to preserve the golden mean, and 
for that reason, contrary to his usual practice, he adopts a some­ 
what vacillating attitude on the subject of the Lord's Supper. *{4). 
Mart en sen affirms that the Calvinistic doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper rests upon an overt principle of Dualism between the kingdom 
of Mature and the kingdom of Grace, a Dualism so thorough, that the 
Lord's Supper is literally divided into two parts, quite distinct, 
the one in heaven, and the other on earth. (5)»
Lpbstein, who himself professes a doctrine, somewhat similar to that 
of Zwingli, in his Middle period, criticises Calvin from that stand­ 
point. "In trying to find a middle term between the Lutheran doc­ 
trine which seemed to him to be superstitious, and the point of view
iii: Kahnis. Die Lehre vom Abendmahl. p. 413. do. Lutherische Dogmatik, p. 353 »f.
(3). Philippi. Klrchliche Glaubenslehre, Z. p. 364. f.
(4). Schweizer. Die Christliche Glaubenelehre. II. p. 431.f.
(5). Martensen. Christian Dogmatics, p. 441.
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of Zwingli which he considered 'profane', Calvin landed on a con­ 
ception which was mistaken in two ways. It was wanting in clearness 
and precision. The hypothesis of the spiritual presence of the 
Easter acting on believers by Tirtue of the Holy Spirit is singular­ 
ly compromised by the two interpretations between which the thoughts 
of the Reformer oscillate. At one time, he maintains that the Holy 
Ghost communicates the divine and celestial forces contained in the 
body of Christ to believers, though Christ is now exalted at the 
Right hand of God. At another time, he teaches that the soul of the 
believer is raised on the arms of faith to Heaven, where it enjoys 
communion with the Saviour. But this pretended solution is not only 
obscure and intricate, it is wanting in all exegetical support, and 
scriptural proof. One can affirm that the Calvinlst theory of the 
dynamic presence of the Lord in the Eucharistic aet, is condemned 
without appeal by all the documents of the Hew Testament ".( I). 
Schultz who classes Calvin's theory as 'Hystisch' holds that such 
a view as he promulgates, cannot be consistently maintained along 
with a symbolical interpretation of the words of institution. "The 
'Mystisch' view of Calvin must of necessity fall back on the 
'Historisch 1 view of Zwingli, or go forward to the 'Wunderhaft• view 
of Luther." (2).
Wilberforce in the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, asserts that 
Calvin's doctrine is practically dishonest, in its ambiguity, and 
lack of candour. Calvin purposely confuses the issue. He speaks
of Christ's body being present in its virtue, as if some force or i
virtue issued from His flesh* He also speaks of Christ's body being j 
"virtually present", in the sense of "nominally", because the approach 
of the soul to Christ produces the same results as if it were 
Present. *In the one case, Christ's body is supposed to be the agent; 
in the other, the souls of men. This ambiguity of thw words 'virtual 
and virtue', renders it possible for him to represent these ideas as 
almost identical. This was not an inconvenient circumstance as it 
was Calvin's purpose ti invent a formula which would satisfy both 
the followers of Luther and of Zwingli. Besides, his whole theory 
depends on his doctrine of the decrees. He represents the Almighty
(1). Lobstein. La doctrine de la SaLnte Cene. page 179.
(2). Schultz. Zur lehre vom heiligen Abendmahl. page 53.
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as publicly granting a charter to mankind at large, which He 
privately annuls by a secret article, and this is to attribute con­ 
duct to the God of Truth, which would be discreditable to an 
earthly sovereign." (I).
Dr. Charles Eodge. who does not himself rise above Zwingli in his 
negative period, affirms that there are two distinct strands in 
Calvin's teaching. "In some places, Calvin lays all stress on the 
sacrificial efficacy of Christ's death as the great object Appro­ 
priated in the Sacrament. In other places he lays equal stress on 
the idea of a life-giving power, received in the Lord's Supper from 
the human side of Christ's life, that is, from His body and blood. 
The criticisms of Calvin above quoted are representative of various 
schools of thought, and all are at one in making this charge of 
ambiguity» which in some cases, amounts to an accusation of lack of
candour, on the part of the great Reformer. •-
We shall conclude our study with a discussion as to how far these 
charges are justifiable.
£. It is sometimes said that Calvin attributed no Special force to 
the Sacrament . but taught that what is elsewhere received by faith 
without the signs and significant actions, is received here in $he 
same way along with their use. It is true that Calvin depicts the 
grace represented in the Sacrament as being of the same general 
nature with what has place in the life of believers at other times.
"In the Supper", says the Consensus Tigurinus, "Christ communicates 
Himself to us, who however had previously imparted Himself to us, 
and abides in us perpetually." (3). "There is no evidence", writes 
Professor Paterson, "that Calvin thought that the benefits enjoyed 
in the Sacrament are of a different kind from those received in the 
use of the other means of grace, and that they were not otherwise 
attainable than in the Sacrament." (4)• And yet we believe that for 
Calvin, the sacramental transaction carries in it a certain, special 
exhibition of grace, for the confirmation and promotion of the new 
life under its own form. Calvin's idea of the believer's union 
with Christ, rests on the supposition of an actual passing over of
(1). Wilberforce, The Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, p. 140.ff.
(2). Hodge Systematic Theology. III. p. 646.
(3). Calvin. - Tracts. - II. 218. para. 19.
(4). Professor Paterson, Bule of Faith, p. 276.
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the power of His life into their persons. It needs in this view not 
merely a subjective, but an objective basis. It is the nourishment 
of a real communication progressively kept up with Him, "Whose flesh 
is meat indeed, and whose blood is drink indeed," unto everlasting 
life. It is our opinion that Calvin regarded the Lord's Supper as 
the mystical medium, by which the union of the believer with Christ 
in its standing form is made to receive new strength and force, 
through such real communication with the Saviour. Does this not 
convey a special significance and efficacy to the Holy Peast? The 
Lord's Supper continues and carries forward the order of grace as 
it stood before, Just as our common meals fall in with the general 
process of our natural life, and yet are special means for its 
preservation.
Such is the view taken of the sub.lect by Calvin.
However grace may be independent of the Sacraments, these are still 
in the Church the regularly constituted media of its objective 
presentation, and we are bound to seek it therefore, through their 
preferred help.
Hence they are said to be organs or instruments, by which God 
efficaciously works in the souls of His people. The special use of 
.the Lord's Supper is, according to Calvin, to continue and repair 
our communion, as already established with Christ* At the same time 
he asserts in the strongest terms, the full objectivity of the 
communication which Christ makes of Himself in the mystical trans­ 
action. Thus, in the 1st. Defence of the Consensus Tigurinus, we 
have it illustrated, by a comparison with the light and heat of the 
natural sun. It is not enough that the light shines. There must 
be on our side vision to receive it. But this vision has no power 
to produce the light itself. "So as the heat of the sun, -which 
quickens a living and breathing body, gives rise only to corruption 
in a corpse, it is certain that the Sacraments, where the Spirit of
Faith is wanting, breathe a savour of death rather than a savour of 
life." Life is the necessary condition of the salutary animation 
that comes from the sun, but it is not the cause of this, nor even
its measure, for it eomes in from abroad as an aliment to the life 
itself. And so it is also, that while the proper use of the Lord's
Supper depends on the condition of faith, the grace which it offers 
is in no sense the product of this, but must be considered rather as 
the real entrance of a new measure of life into the soul by its means
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raising faith itself into higher exercise. It is an objective grace.
In the 2nd Defence, this idea of the objective force of the Lord's 
Supper, is brought out with still greater emphasis. 
•We assert," it is said, "that the flesh and blood of Christ are 
truly offered to us in the Supper for the vivification of our souls. 
Nor is our definition ambigxnus. - - - We affirm a true participation 
of Christ's flesh and blood in the Sacrament. If any one stand on 
the wurd 'Substance', we assert that Christ breathes life from the 
Substance of His flesh into our souls; yea, that He diffuses into 
us His own life." (I). This statement is surely starong enough to 
refute the objection that Calvin attributed no special force to the 
Sacrament» and saw there no particular objective gift. 
The passage quoted above, from the 2nd Defence, contains two words 
which have also given rise to the charge of ambiguity. These two 
words are "Soul" and "Substance".
II. ghe charge is sometimes brought against Calvin that he uses 
the word Anima in the sense of mere intellect and thought« so that 
the communion offered in the Lord's Supper, is a mere Mentis Con- 
templatio. But one need only read what he says in the Commentary 
to I. Thess. X.23, or in the Institutes I. 15 > to be fully satisfied 
that the word "Anima", or 'soul* is held to mean the psychic sub­ 
stance of man, the centre of his individuality from which, both his 
spiritual and corporeal functions proceed. According to the above 
passages, ("Comment, on I Thess. V. 23, and Institutes I and 15), 
the "anima", when taken by itself in opposition to the body is the 
immortal essence of man. This has two parts, the Intellectus and 
the Yoluntas. The soul, when distinguished from the body, and the 
spirit as a third, is "the seat of the affections, or the will and 
all affections." The spirit then is the intelligence and reason. 
Spirit and soul are not 'Plures Animae* , sensitive and rational, but 
the one soul. We see thus that Calvin never defines 'Anima*, as 
the region of Thought, in the same sense as Mens or Intellectus. It 
is always for him, the immortal substance of man, the natural germ 
of his psychic existence, the seat of his affections and impulses,
(I). Tracts, II. p. 248.
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the basis in short of his corporeal life on the one side, and of
his spiritual life on the other. When Calvin says then that the 
soul is fed with Christ, he means nothing other or less than this, 
that the substance of man, his proper being, the source of his entire 
individual existence, both as corporeal and spiritual, is in a real 
way nourished from the substance of Christ, as the only food ifc ich 
can truly give him life.
III. A third charge is frequently made that Calvin uses the word 
'Substance* in an ambigrkous way. What exactly does Calvin mean by 
this much disputed word? Does he mean the substance of Christ's 
body and blood, or the substance of His person generally? If we 
accept the latter alternative, as undoubtedly we must, it is then 
alleged that the substance of Christ's Person, with which we are 
fed, is nothing more than Christ's spiritual power. Calvin would 
doubtless have granted this, provided it means that the WHOLE 
CHRIST is received in the Sacrament. But Lutheran theologians of 
earlier and later times, have not been able fully to assure them­ 
selves that Calvin was in earnest when he taught our participation 
of the WHOLE CHRIST. First, it was objected that Christ, according 
to Calvin, remains, as to his human nature in Heaven, so that only 
His Divine Nature imparts itself to us in the Supper. This is a 
groundless objection, as Calvin has declared over and over again, 
that for a real union of both the natures of Christ with us, local 
nearness is not needed, and local distance, in view of the Spirit's 
omnipresence, forms no barrier. This has repeatedly been made 
clear in the foregoing pages. This objection accordingly, that 
only the divine nature of Christ is imparted to us, has been given 
up to make room for another. Calvin, it is allowed, teaches the 
communication of both the natures of Christ in the Supper, but 
only as regards His theandric Spirit, but not as regards His 
theandric Body.
That Christ's glorified body should be present as material substance 
Calvin never admitted. The glorified body is for him, in its 
substance, as we have repeatedly seen, active power, (Virtus),. In 
the Glorification, the dualism between animating Spirit, and matter 
needing animation, is brought to an end. The glorified body is the
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great Synthesis. It is through and through the manifestation of
apirit-life clear of all limitations of space. It is altogether and 
entirely Life. It has power to take volume at its own pleasure 
(John D. 19, Luke XXIV. 16,). but still in such a way that it shall 
rule the matter so assumed, and not be ruled by it as an outward 
limitation. This is really the ROOT and Crux of Calvin's theory. 
The Glorified Body is not Matter, but Universal Power: and as such 
power, it works not mechanically, but all it does, it does T^namicalbt 
It is with this Glorified Body, or Life, or Power, with this great 
divine and human synthesis, with this divine-human person, that the 
Soul of man has communion in the Lord's Supper. Ebrard speaks of 
the Calvinistic conception of 'glorified Corporeity 1 - a conception, 
he says, to which ; we must rise, if we are to understand his theory 
aright. To Calvin, the Centre (Mittelpunkt) of Man is Life. (I), 
and the true Substance of Christ on which the life of man is 
nourished is the Life of Christ. It is perfectly claar then, that 
the "Vivific Virtue" of Christ's body, signified for Calvin the 
Active Power of this Life. He would hear of no transfusion of 
substance, materially considered, but take this crass notion away, 
and he was ready to allow all that the idea of substance might be 
found to require. "The fiction of transfusion being removed, it 
never came into my mind to raise a debate about the term 'substance', 
lor will I ever hesitate to acknowledge, that by the secret virtue 
of the Holy Spirit, Life is infused into us from the substance of 
His flesh, which not without reason is called Heavenly food." (2). 
Ho language could more plainly describe the efflux of life which 
flows dynamically from the Body of the Saviour. This we believe 
is the key to a true understanding of Calvin's theory. By the life 
giving virtue or efficacy of Christ's body, he means always the 
very substance of Christ's Ii£e itself under the divine human form. 
Sev. Dr. C. Ryder Smith in discussing the rival theories of the 
Atonement, speaks of the third way, the way of the Peace-maker, (3).
1). Thesis, p. 135* ^ „
2). 2nd Def. Adv. Westphal. Tracts, p. 277.
3). Hyder Smith. Brit. Weekly, April, 8. 1926.
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and we believe that Calvin has discovered the third way, as the
Peace-maker between the crass conception of the Romans and Ultra 
Lutherans on the one side, and the figment of mere Spiritualism, in 
the rival theories of the Supper. For Calvin, the body of Christ, 
in that new order of existence to which it has been advanced by the 
Resurrection, is no longer under law to nature as before. It has 
become all Spirit and Life, having its place indeed in Heaven, but 
in such a way as to be capable of reaching forth at once, over all 
outward local limits, with its inmost substance and force, to the 
souls of His people, (and so to their bodies, also), in every part 
of the world. To express all this, he avoids carefully every word 
that might imply locality or matter, but he insists, wi$h all the 
more emphasis and stress, on all that is included in the conception 
°f life in its invisible, dynamic nature. The human nature of 
Christ is made thus to be the reservoir of a life which flows into 
it from the divine nature, for the use of the race. The vivific 
virtue which it there comprehends, the true inward substance of His 
flesh and blood, is conveyed over to us by the operation of the 
Holy Ghost. And as the result of the whole process, we are so 
joined to Him, as to become flesh of His flesh and bone of His bone. 
His life reaches into us precisely as the root lives in its branches,
and the head in its members, in the world of nature, only under a 
far more inward and vital form. This, we believe, is what Calvin 
means, by the substance of Christ's flesh and blood. 
IV. The above discussion serves to remove a 4th Objection put 
forward by Hodge and others who discover confusion and afabiguitv in 
Calvin's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, arising from an attempt to 
unite artificially two distinct and separate views of the "efficacy 
and life-giving power of Christ's body." (I). "There are two ways", 
writes Hodge, "in which this was understood. Some intended by it, 
not the virtue of Christ*c body as flesh and blood, but their 
virtue as a body broken, and of blood as shed. Others insisted 
however that besides this, there was a vivifying efficacy imparted 
to the body of Christ by its union with the divine nature, and
that by the power of the Holy Ghost, the believer in the Lord's 
(I). Hodge. - Systematic Theology. III. p. 646.
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Supper and elsewhere, received into his soul and by faith, this 
mysterious and supernatural influence. This was clearly Calvin's 
idea, though he often contented himself with the expression of the 
former of these views." (I).
Prof. Hodge proceeds to quote from Calvin 1 s works passages which 
voice the latter view. We are already familiar with these. For an 
illustration of the former teaching, he goes to the 23rd Article of 
the Consensus Tigurinus (1549). "When it is said that Christ, by 
our eating of His flesh and drinking of His blood, feeds our souls 
through faith by the agency of the Holy Spirit, we are not to under­ 
stand it as if any mingling or transfusion of substance took place,
but that we draw life from the flesh once sacrificed and the blood 
shed in expiation." (2).
From this Article, it might appear as if what the believer receives 
in the Lord's Supper, is not any supernatural power from the 
Glorified body of Christ in Heaven, but the benefits of His death as 
a sacrifice for sin. Calvin is thus said to vacillate between two 
views. He continually declares that believers receive the virtue, 
efficacy, or vigour of Christ's body and blood. But at one time* he 
understands thereby, the virtue of Christ's body as broken and His 
blood as shed, that is, their sacrificial efficacy. 
At another time, he asserts that besides this, there was a myster­ 
ious virtue in the body of Christ due to the union with the divine 
nature, which virtue was by the Holy Spirit, conveyed to the believer. 
The first view was the view of the Zurich Church, and Calvin is 
supposed to have artificially and ingeniously, blended it with the 
second view, which is derived, partly from the influence of previous 
modes of thought, partly from the dominant influence of the Luther­ 
ans, and the desire of getting as near to them as possible, and 
partly no doubt, from a too literal interpretation of John VI. 54-58.
and Ephes. V. 30. (3). We are here in presence of a very common
(1). Hodge. Systematic Theology. III. p. 646.
(2). Tracts II. p. 219. Art. 23-
(3). Hodge. Princeton Review, April 1848. p. 252.
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misapprehension of Calvin's Doctrine, and one from which it has 
suffered from the beginning even up to the present time. Calvin 
is continually represented as an artful and ingenious mediator, who 
by skilful language tried to reconcile opposing theories. From what 
we have already learned of him, however, we refuse to acquiesce in 
this description. Such intentions could no doubt be accredited to 
Bucer, but Calvin was not one to consent to such proceedings. Had 
there been such an obvious contradiction in his teaching he would 
have been the first to realise it. He had a fine sense for the 
logical unity of doctrines and he would not have consented to foist 
upon his Church, a dogma which was in reality two dogmas outwardly 
joined together, which had no inward affinity or connection. 
But as a matter of fact, there was no such dualism in Calvin's doc­ 
trine. It has been our contention throughout this thesis that the 
doctrine of Zwingli found its natural development, and its full 
fruition in Calvin's teaching. Zwingli always related the Lord's 
Supper to the death of Christ. Calvin did the same, but he went 
deeper. He taught that the real basis of Christ's sacrifice was 
His life, and that this life was the natural and necessary medium 
of communion with it for the remission of sins. And when we speak 
of Christ's life, we mean of course that life as we have just ex­ 
pounded Calvin's thought of it in our previous paragraph. "First of 
all", he says, "we are taught by the Scripture that Christ was from 
the beginning, the living Word of the Father, the fountain and origin 
of life, from which all things should always receive life. Hence 
John at one time calls Him the Word of Life, and at another time
says that in Him was life." (I).
This is Calvin's clear and consistent testimony, and he urged accord­ 
ingly on all occasions the Vivific side of the Christian mystery of 
the Lord's Supper, as the proper complement of the sacrificial. From
this order of thought he never swerved in the leafet, and so far from 
dropping it to please the Swiss, we find that this very order, and
no other was settled with general consent, under his auspices, as a 
true and right expression of the Reformed faith universally.
Institutes Book IV. Chap. 17- para. 8.
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We meet it in all the Standard Confessions of this faith in the latter 
part of the 16th Century. It is distinctly recognised in the whole 
sacramental controversy of the same period, under such symbolical 
view. The assertion of the presence of this supposed antagonism, 
and dualism of view is based, as we have seen, upon a quotation from 
the Consensus Tigurinus (Art. 23), but if the supporters of this 
contention would trouble to read the Exposition of this Article in 
the 1st Defence a&ainst Westphal, they would discover a complete 
and convincing refutation. "We acknowledge, then, without any 
equivocation, that the flesh of Christ, gives life, not only because 
we once obtained salvation by it, but because now, while we are 
made one with Christ, by a sacred union, the same flesh breathes 
life into us, or, to express it more briefly, because engrafted into 
the body of Christ by the secret agency of the Spirit, we have life 
in common with Him. For, from the hidden fountain of the Godhead, 
life was miraculously infused into the body of Christ, that it 
might flow thence to us." (I).
This is no reconciling statement of two opposing views. It is the 
lower view finding its full fruition in the view which Calvin 
continually and consistently affirmed.
T. We must here meet and answer another charge of ambiguity and 
lack of candour, which we have already encountered in our state­ 
ment of Calvin's Eucharistic Doctrine. It is frequently brought 
against this doctrine that it spoke of tv o ways in which the believer 
really partook of the flesh and blood of Christ.
1st. . Either the localised body of Christ radiated its power, so as 
to penetrate and fill the heart prepared by faith to receive it, or 
2nd* the soul of the believer is raised by the Holy Spirit to the 
glorified body of Christ in Heaven, and so united with it, as to
receive its Life.
"The latter is the view Calvin generally takes of the matter, a
preference he bequeathed to the Reformed Confessions. Calvin indeed
(I). Tracts. II. page 238.
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seems to have swung hesitatingly between these two views of represent­ 
ing the manner in which Christ operates on us, now imagining that 
we are mysteriously transported to Heaven by the power of the Holy 
Spirit to be united with the body of Christ resident there, and 
receive diredtly its energising virtues, now conceiving of the 
benefit being transmitted through the intervening spaces by His 
power of radiating wherever He pleases these virtues, and commun­ 
icating them to any heart prepared by faith to receive them." (I). 
We have already discussed this apparent dualism of thought in the 
course of this thesis, and it is sufficient Aow to state, as Loofs 
has pointed out, that while Calvin seems to have preferred the 
latter mode of description (the ide& of the ascent of the believing 
soul to heaven), he uses this as a mere metaphorical expression. 
(Bildliche Wendung). Loofs considers it unjust (unrecht) that 
Calvin should be classed by Lutheram theologiun^as holding a dog- 
mat isch-mythoiogisch theory, from his use of this phrase. He 
considers that it is nothing more than a devotional exhortation 
si-nilar to the "Sursum Corda". (2).
It':is easy to see moreover that this "lifting up of the soul to 
Heaven" refers merely to the order of the mystery here brought to 
pass, as something that transcends wholly all natural experience. 
Calvin could not mean by it, as is so often represented, a simple 
act of thought mounting up to Christ in Heaven. That would reduce 
his theory to the level of that gross subjectivity which he so 
often disclaims. He could noi have thought of a literal carrying 
up of the soul to the place of Christ's body, by the power of 
Holy Ghost, for the purpose of communing with it. /&hv 
he dwell as he does on the coming down of virtue or living 
from Christ's body, in the Sacrament if his theory rendered 
needless at the same time by teaching also a literal translocatton 
of the soul of the worshipper into heaven?
What he means is, that the soul must be directed subjectively in! 
the sacrament, to heaven, or the higher sphere of matter and sense 
for the accomplishment of the fcrace it seeks. On the other side, 
the power of Christ, objectively meets this upward look of faith. He
actually breaks through the limitations of space, and from the
r7~STfcEeTI"Sunier7"TEe~Teac5Ing'"of~CaIvrn7-p7I82 - 183- 
oofs Leitraden. p. 892.
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bosom of His own higher order of life itself, causes the vigour of 
His glorified humanity to reach over into the persons of His people 
in an immediate and direct way. neither ascent nor descent is to be 
taken in any outward or local sense. They serve merely to express 
metaphorically the relation of the two orders or spheres of existence 
which are brought into opposition and contrast. The whole modus of 
the sacramental mystery transcends the category of space. It belongs 
to Heaven, as a higher order of life, but this detracts nothing 
from its reality or power.
YI. One last charge of ambiguity and lack of candour is brought aeaJcet 
Calvin*s doctrine of the Lord's Supper by those who affirm that he 
could not seriously have intended to assert that believers could 
ent1ov communion with Christ*s glorified body, as it was his constant 
contention that the Q^d Testament saints had the same communion
with Christ, which it is the privilege of believers to enjoy now.
ii
This difficulty has been felt by many. Julius Muller (I) has clear­ 
ly stated it. "It is difficult to see this point, if in the Holy 
Supper, a vitalising power is said to come out of the glorified 
flesh of Christ into those who enjoy the signs. It is very easy 
to see on the contrary, if that fellowship means nothing save an 
emotion of the mind, which is awakened by living faith, and lifted 
to Heaven. But that this is totally foreign to Calvin*s view follows 
from what he says in tie writing against Hesshuss. (2). We must 
therefore confess that this view of Calvin is very obscure and 
complex. Nevertheless, it has to be remembered that it was the 
trend of that time to magnify the presence of Christ and of the 
iivine grace in the Old Testament, and to depreciate the benefits 
and gifts. (Outer and Gaben) of the Sew." (3).
"This view is perfectly intelligible", says the Princeton Review, 
"if the virtue of Christ's flesh and blood, which we receive in
the Lord's Supper, is its virtue as a sacrifice; because He was 
the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world. But if the
1). Muller, Dogmatische Abhandlungen page 422.
2). Tracts II. page 533-
3). Muller, Dogmatische Abhandlungen, page 422.
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virtue in question is a mysterious power due to the hypostatical
union, flowing from Christ's body in Heaven, it must be a benefit 
peculiar to believers since the Incarnation. It is impossible 
those living before the Advent could partake of Christ's body, in 
this sense, because it did not then exist. It had not as yet been 
assumed into union with the divine nature." (I). Here again we are 
in presence of those who would reduce Calvin's view to a mere par­ 
taking by the believer in the efficacy of Christ's sacrifice. But 
to all who have made a careful sttldy of Calvin's theory, it is 
apparent that here we have to deal with no incidental or extraneous 
fancy on the part of the great Reformer. On the contrary, we have 
before us a broad palpable idea, which is almost never out of sight 
in the discussion of the sacramental question, and which Calvin 
himself held to be of vital consequence to his whole system. That 
he held and taught always a real union on the part of believers 
with the human nature or life of Christ, is %uefc as plain as it is, 
that he taught the doctrine of Election. We also know that Calvin 
himself had this objection to his doctrine distinctly before his 
mind, and yet he persisted in affirming the alleged ambiguous statement. 
In his Commentary to I. Cors. X. 1 - 4, he raises the subject 
plumply. "Inasmuch as we now in the Supper eat the Body of Christ, 
and drink His blood, how could the Jews have partaken of the same 
meat and drink, when there was yet no flesh of Christ which they 
might eat?"
To this he replies, that they actually partook of the vital power 
of the body that was afterwards, the Holy Ghost so working that the 
"flesh of Christ, though not yet created, became in them efficacious". 
At the same time, he allows a material difference in their mode of 
participation as compared with ours." In our time the inanducation 
is substantial, which it could not be then i.e., Christ feeds as 
with His own flesh slain for us and appointed unto us for meat, and 
we draw thence life." This may be hard to understand, but could it 
be made more apparent, that for Calvin, at least, the case of the 
Old Testament saints formed no barrier to the idea of a real comm­ 
union with the proper human life of the Redeemer, in the mystery 
of the Lord's Supper? ___ _ __
(I). Hodge. Princeton Review. April 1848. p. 251
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Westphal in fact tried to turn the difficulty to account against him, 
Just as it is now pressed by modern critics with an opposite effect.
•Christ had not yet put on flesh," said Westphal, "The Fathers then 
could partake of His body only in figure, an* so by making their 
participation parallel to ours, you in fact sink this last to a mere 
figure too, notwithstanding all your fine talk." "But if he had any 
candour," retorts Calvin, "he would notice how this difficulty has 
been solved by me in my Commentary, where I say that the mode of 
eating for the Fathers was different from ours, inasmuch as the 
manducation is now substantial which it could not be then; namely 
as Christ feeds us with His flesh sacrificed for us, that we may 
draw life from its substance. As the lamb is said to have been 
slain from the foundation of the world, so it was necessary for the 
Fathers under the Law to seek spiritual nourishment from the flesh 
and blood, which we now enjoy more richly, not only as regards a 
fuller measure of revelation, but because the flesh once offered in 
sacrifice, is daily extended to us for fruition. When therefore 
Westphal infers, that we equal the figure to the truth, it only 
shows his too arrogant malice, since he knows well enough that I 
mention distinct degrees." (I).
*I always profess," he says in another place, "that the exhibition 
of Christ under the law is less rich and full than it is now, and I 
add also that we are now fed substantially on the flesh of Christ,
which exerted its virtue in the case of the Fathers, before it was 
actually created. This more clearly establishes Westphal f s dis­ 
honesty in charging us with confounding degrees, which, as is proper, 
I am careful to distinguish." (2).
CONCLUSION.
Calvin's doctrine of the Lord's Supper is no isolated or merely 
occasional utterance in his theological studies and system, His 
writings are full of it, from the 1st Edition of his Institutes to 
the last Tract he ever published, and it is presented always, as an 
/not ¥2Secondary, but of primary and fundamental interest, which it
ii): Tracts, II. page 293, do. do. 393-
305- 
lay near his heart to have rightly understood. He spares no pains to
explain and define it, and to make it clear. He comesuupon it from 
all sides and considers it under all imaginable aspects, sometimes 
in the form of direct, positive statement and discussion, at other 
times polemically or apologetically, over against objections and 
cavils urged against it by friends and foes. And still through all 
this multltidinous and diversified presentation, the doctrine remains 
from first to last, one and the same, always in harmony with itself,
and true to its original type or law. It is logically more clear 
than Luther's view or that of /.wingli. Calvin has written much 6n 
the Lord's Supper, and over and over again, in all forms of expression 
and explanation, he tells us that Christ's body is indeed locally in 
Heaven only, and in no sense included in the elements; that Christ 
can be apprehended by faith only, and not at all by the hands and 
lips; that nothing is to be imagined like a transfusion or intro­ 
mission of the particles of His body, materially considered, into 
our persons. On the other hand, he asserts strongly that our 
communion with Christ, by the power of the Holy Shost, involves a 
real participation - not in His doctrine merely, - not in His pro­ 
mises merely, - not in the sensible manifestations of His love 
merely - not in His righteousness and merit merely - not in the gifts 
and endowments of His Spirit merely; but in His own true, substantial 
life itself; and this, not as comprehended in His divine nature 
merely; but most immediately and peculiarly as embodied in His 
Humanity itself, for us men and our salvation. The Word became 
Flesh, according to Calvin, for the purpose not of simply effecting 
a salvation that aight be available for men in an outward way, but 
to open a fountain of life in our nature itself, that might thence­ 
forward continue to flow over to other men, as a vivific stream, to 
the end of time* £he flesh of Christ, then, or His Humanity, forms 
the medium, and the Only Medium, by which it is possible for us to 
be inserted into His life. To have part in Him at all, we must be 
joined to Him in the flesh, and this not by the bond of our common 
relationship to Adam, but by the force of a direct implantation 
through the Spirit, into the Person or Life of Christ Himself.
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Calvin signed the Augsburg Confession. He stood in open and acknow­ 
ledged agreement with Melanchthon. He solemnly declared time after 
time, that he allowed the fact of the sacramental mystery as con­ 
tended for by Luther, and differed from him only as to the mode of 
Its accomplishment. Every contrary representation made against him 
by Westphal, he proclaimed a slander and a lie.
It is the contention of this thesis, then, that his view has close 
kinship to the teaching of these leaders of the German Reformation,
and that in his teaching, we have Zwingli's doctrine carried to its 
natural completion and fruition.
"I have gone over the Institutes of Calvin, as well as all his other 
writings in which he treats of the Eucharist. 11 says Leibnitz, "and 
have made from them such extracts as prove, that this author has 
seriously, constantly and strongly inculcated the real and substant­ 
ial participation of the body of our Lord, and when he denies the 
real presence, he is to be understood undoubtedly as speaking only 
of a Dimensional Presence." (I).
It is perfectly plain," says Bretebhneider, "that Calvin's theory 
includes what with Luther, was the main object, namely, the true, 
full participation of Christ's body to the strengthening and quick­ 
ening of the soul; and that the question as to whether this takes 
place under the bread or along with the bread, by the mouth or by 
the soul, does not touch the substance of the case. For unless we 
conceive of the body of Christ as something sensible, and thus 
allow a Capernaitic eating, the oral participation must become at 
last nothing else than a participation through the soul, and it is 
not necessary that the Lord's Spiritual <<ody should be taken in by 
the mouth, in order to be effectual upon the soul." (2).
IS: Leibnitz. Pensees de Leibnitz, - 2nd Edition page 106. Bretschneider. Handbuch der Dogmatik. p. 202 rr.
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According to Schleiermacher (I), the Calvinist idea of the Lord's 
Supper connects, not indeed with the elements as such, but with the 
act of eating and drinking, not simply such a spiritual enjoyment of 
Christ as was taught by Zwingli, but the real presence of His body 
and blood to be had nowhere else (die nirgend sonst zu habende 
wirkliche (gegenwart seines Leibes and Blutes) . Both views, the 
Lutheran, and the Calvinistic, he tells us, acknowledged a presence 
of Christ's body and blood. It will hardly be pretended, thct such 
a theologian, as Schleiermacher, has mistaken the sense of Calvin 
in this matter.
It deserves to be noted besides, that this great master of 
ratiocination himself, with all his cool and free spirit of 
theological inquiry, finds no incongruity or contradiction whatever 
in the Calvinistic Theory. He prefers it on the whole to th t of 
lather; although he thinks the truth may require some higher, 
middle theory, in which both at last shall be reconciled and made 
complete. (I).
(I). Schleiermacher, Der Christliche Glaube. page 140.
CHAPTER_ NINETEEN.
The Sources of Calvin's Doctrine of the Lord's
Supper.




The Sources of Calvin's Doctrine of the Lord's Supper, 
Was Ratramnus the Precursor of Calvin's Doctrine?
We have discussed Calvin's Theory of the Lord*3 Supper in its relation 
to the teaching of Luther and Zwingli. We now ask what plaoe does the 
Doctrine of Calvin occupy in the Hlst'cry of dogma?
In Doumergue's Life of Calvin, there is an interesting section, whose 
purpose is to show that the spiritual predecessor of Calvin was 
Satramnus a priest of Corbie, a native of Picardy, who wrote a 
Treatise. De corpore et sanguine Domini, in the reign of Charles the 
Bald, about the middle of the ninth century (1).
Prof. Choisy connects Calvin and Ratramnus, (2) and Joseph Martin, in
\ \ 
a work, entitled, Ratramne, une conception de la cene au neuvieme
siecle, acclaims Ratramnus, as the common ancestor of the Protestant 
Eucharistic doctrine, as Radbertus was the father of the Roman 
Catholic dogma (3).
Ifot much is known of the history of Ratramnus. It is certain, however 
that he lived in the reign of Louis le Debonnaire, and that he did 
not die before 869. It is probable that he was of French origin, and 
was a member of the order of the Benedictines. He was distinguished 
for his learning, and was thought worthy of the highest honours. We 
do not know for certain if he always remained at Corbie. What is 
important, is, that Ratramnus was a man, pious and intelligent, who 
enjoyed a reputation that brought him the friendship of men of letters 
Such a man could not fail to take a large part in the theological 
discussions of his age. He seems to have been engaged chiefly in 
opposing the ideas of Radbertus, and he composed a considerable work 
on the dogma of the Virgin Birth, as also on the doctrine of 
Predestination, where he favoured the teaching of the Monk, Gottschalk 
Gottschalk had revived the Augustinian idea, but in a more vigorous 
form, and he maintained the doctrine of a double predestination. (4)
I. Doumergue. vol. V. p. 364.
II. Prof. Choisy. Pascasius Radbertus. Montauban. 1888.
III. Martin. Thesis. Ratramne. 1891.
IV. Loofs. Leitfaden. p.462. and Boniface: Histoire des dogmes.II.p
403.
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This connection with Augustine is interesting, as Calvin continually
claimed that his teaching on the Lord's Supper was in harmony with his 
In Ratramnus' day, Augustine's teaching was the point of departure 
for an earnest reaction against the ideas of Pelagius, and the found­ 
ation of Pelaginianism was nothing else than the doctrine of works, 
which later became the basis of the Roman Catholic belief. From this 
point of view, it is valuable to find in Ratramnus, ideas analagous 
to those of Augustine, that is, contrary to the tendencies of the 
spirit of Catholicism. The testimony of critics, the least suspect, 
proves that the works of Ratramnus are solidly based. "We have no 
dogmatic work of this time, whose doctrine is more convincingly 
established." (1)
Sufficient has been said to show, that Ratramnus was an Epoch Point 
In the preparation for the Reformed Doctrine. The Solidity of his 
reasoning, and his desire to remain true to the Gospel records, and 
the testimony of the Fathers, is very evident.
But there was more than that. His work on the Supper, "De corpore et 
sanguine Domini" (2}- in itself, gives him a serious title to recogn­ 
ition. Among all the discussions in which the theologians of the 9th- 
Century took part, the most important was that of the Eucharist* 
I It was raised by Radbertus, monk of Corbie. This monk wrote in 831, a
work on the Supper, "Liber de corpore et sanguine Domini (3) n His 
\ book, where the doctrine of the material presence of Christ in the 
p." Lord's Supper, was energetically fornraluted and defended, became well 
f known, and was brought to the attention of Charles The Bald who was
greatly interested in theological questions, desirous of being better 
"informed on the subject, Charles asked Ratramnus to expound the true 
theory of the Supper. Ratramnus then wrote his book, "De corpore et 
sanguine Domini." This book of Ratramnus had a curious history. It 
remained unnoticed from the 10th. to the 12th. Century. It does not 
seem to have played a great role even in the :<:ucharistic dispute of 
the llth. Century.
I. The Literary History of France. Vol. V. p. 34.
II. Ratramnus. De Corpore et Sanguine Domini.
111 Radbertus. ..iber de corpore et sanguine Domini.
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Berengar (1) knew it, but ascribed it to John Scotus. In 1526, 
Jean Fisher uses it against Oekolampadius. From that time, it 
gradu lly attained great publicity. The Protestants understood 
the importance of it, and they printed it in numerous editions. 
It appeared in Cologne in 1532 with a preface by Leo Juda at 
Geneva in 1541, and again in 1557 and 1608. We have not been able 
to find any reference to it in Calvin 1 s works, but such a reader as 
he, could not be ignorant of it.. It was translated by Bishop 
Ridley in 1549. In 1686, Hopkins, Canon of vVestminster, published 
a dissertation, where he showed that the doctrine of Ratramnus was 
/the doctrine of the Church of England.
The Roman Catholic theologians have always been greatly embarrassed 
by it. They even invented a sect called Stercoicanistes, whose 
excesses, they affirmed, Ratramnus had written to refute. This sect 
according to Du Perron, were ultra realists, (3) but there is no 
trace of the existence of such a sect in the times of Hatraicnus. 
Their efforts were in vain, and the fact remains that the book was 
neither corrupted nor altered, that it is by Ratramnus, and that the 
belief, which the author says ie Catholic, is contrary to the dogma 
of the Real Presence and of Transubstantiation.( 4)
Mow what was the precise point of debate which furnished to Ratram- 
nus the occasion for the publishing of his work? In his preface to 
the King, Ratramnus defines the two theories, between which he has 
to choose. "Your Majesty enquirer,,
1st., whether the body and blood of Christ, which in the Church is 
taken by the mouth of the faithful, is made such in mystery or in 
external reality, that is, whether it contains anything hidden, which 
is open only to the eyes of faith, or whether, without the veil of 
any mystery, the sight of the body outwardly sees that which the 
vision of the mind inwardly beholds, so that ll x is done, is thereby 
manifested and seen;
1.) Loofs. p. 501.
'2) Martin, p. 17.
3) do p. 39.
4) Doumergue. 11. p. 365.
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2nd., whether it is that body itself, which was born of Mary*suffered 
and died, and was buried, which rose again and ascended into Heaven,
and sitteth at the Right Hand of the Father. (I). 1-- \
Here it seems are two doctrines clearly opposed - the Realist-Mat eriaOJ-
.lit Doctrine, and the Realist-Spiritualist Doctrine.
/*ij
Dealing with the 1st. question, - Whether the Lord's Supper contains
a aystery, which only faith can recognise, Ratranmus evidently thinks]«' !
taat in the Lord's Supper, there is no Corporal Manducation. The j
If £ bread, ne maintains, remains externally what it is, but inwardly con- !
sidered, it is for faith, something higher, heavenly and divine,
1
which is seen and divined, and received, and eaten only by the believ­ 
ing soul. (par9).
There occurs indeed, a change into something better (cormautatio in 
aielius) but this is to be understood spiritually and figuratively. 
What appears outwardly to our senses, is the bread and wine without 
change.
£hat appears .inwardly to the soul of the believer, is a divine and 
heavenly thi-g, the body and blood of Jesus Christ, i^rora all this, 
Ratramnus concludes that the bread and wine are only Simple Figures 
of the body ana blood of Jesus Christ, (par. 10.) 
He explains what he means by Figure. "It is a kind of shade which 
shows as under a veil what it encloses." (par. 7.) 
He gives as an example, the Word of Christ. "I am the bread of life 
which came from Heaven, 1* "I am the true vine; ye are the branches.'* 
To believe that in the Sacrament, nothing is to "^e taken figuratively 
is to deprive faith of its effective role. It can do nothing there, 
since there is nothing spiritual in the transaction; but all is to be 
taken in a corporal manner.
He insists on the fact that if the bread and wine were really the 
body and blood of Jesus Christ, there would be a change in the sub­ 
stance of the bread and wine, while there is none. For it would be 
absurd to take the bread for flesh, and to call the wine blood.
I. De corpore et sanguine Domini, par. 5. p. 12y-130.
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This however does not mean that there is no change. It is on the cont­ 
rary implied in the declaration of Jesus Christ,"Take, eat, This is 
my body, Take, drink, This is my blood of the New Testament^ ,
i
But this change is made fijqiratively T because that, "under the veil 'I 
of the material bread and of the material wine, there is the spiritual! 
body and blood of Christ, (par 16)." The body and blood of Christ en­ 
closed in the Lord's Supper are only creatures subject to change and
-_•!
3
to corruption, if one stops at the outside, But if one regards the j
.- i
Virtue of the mystery, they are a principle of life which gives immor­ 
tality to those that partake of them. (para. 18 and 19). 
Ratramnus, like Zwingli, makes much of John, Chapter. 6. 
•Christ said to His disciples who received His words, not with unbe­ 
lief but with faith, though they did not understand them, * Does this
offend you? Does this make you stumble? What then, if ye should see
j 
the Son of Man ascending where He was before? as though to say, 'Thinlj
not that My flesh or My blood is to be corporally eaten or drunk by 
you, for, after My resurrection, ye shall see Me ascend into heaven 
with the completeness of My body and blood*.
Finally, Ratramnus quotes this word of John, "Jesus said, 'It is the 
Spirit that quickeneth. The flesh profiteth nothing 1 , and he draws thq 
conclusion, "In this mystery of the body and blood, it is a spiritual 
Efficacy (spiritualis operatio). which gives life, without which 
efficacy, these mysteries are useless, because they can then only 
nourish the body, and not the soul, (para 31) •* "i 
One could multiply quotations, but all go to prove that the theory of 
Ratramnus is Spiritual* He cums it up in this declaration, "From all 
that has so far been said, it has been shown that the body and blood 
of Christ which are received by the mouth of the faithful in the 
Church, are Figures in respect of visible nature (speciem); but in 
respect of invisible substance, that is, the power of the divine word, 
they are really the body and blood of Christ. There is then a body of 
Christ in the Supper, but Interius. and not Exterius, in Mysterio not 
in verltate, It is present Spiritualiter, not Corporaliter? This is toe 
gist of Ratrarnnus answer to the 1st question, despite the occasional 
us of such terms as 'convert!; 'coramutari • , 'confici', etc. (1)
I. Seeberg. Vol. II. p. 38.
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The Second Question propounded to Hatramnus, "Whether it is that body 
which was born of Mary; Suffered and Died and Was buried, which rose 
again and ascended into heaven". This Question, Ratramnus answers in 
the negative. |
>*
After commenting on the testimonies of several of the Fathers, he 
concludes that there is a great difference between the body which 
bore the sufferings with which Christ was afflicted, and the body 
which believers celebrate in the Mystery of the Supper. Tor, "says 
he, "This bread and this drink are the body and the blood of J< sus 
Christ, not in regard to what they show, but in regard to what they 
communicate - spiritually, a substance of life.*
The blood which believers drink, and His body which they eat, are one 
thing in kind, and another thing in meaning; one thing, in that they 
nourish the body like corporal food, and another thing, in that they 
nourish the soul with a nourishment to eternal life. 
Batramnus insists that the historic Body of Christ cannot in any 
fashion be in the Supper, and he gives three reasons for this impossii 
bility. 1st. After the Resurrection, Christ's historic body is imper­ 
ishable and eternal.
2nd., After the Resurrection, the historic body of Christ is still 
visible and tangible.
3rd., The historic Body is True God and True Man, and one could not 
grant these attributes to Him who is in the Sucharist. 
?liat then, according to Ratramnus, does the Lord's Supper bestow? 
The answer can only be, The Invisible Bread, the Spirit of Christ, 
the Power of the Logos, (paras. 22. 26. 44. ff.). Christ the Word 
is spiritually imparted to us through the mystic form of the Sacra­ 
ment .
"This." says Seeberg, "Is the Augustinian view adapted to meet the 
statement of the problem by Radbertus. The religious element which it 
contains, the spiritual fellowship of Christ, cannot be overlooked. 
Perhaps Ratramnus would have been able to furnish an even more lucid 
exposition, if the problem had not been forced upon him from without
and the direction of his thought thus determined for him." (1)
(1). Seeberg. - vol. 2. p. 38.
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According to Loofs, (1), the view of Ratraranus may be characterised 
as Realistisch - dvnamisch.
In being the first to give a scientific formula to the Materialist 
Theory of the Lord's Supper, Pasca: ius Radbertus has acquired the 
right of being considered as the Father of the Roman Catholic concept^ 
ion. In the ?ame way, in expounding for the first time the Realist- 
Spiritualist doctrine, Ratramnus deserves to be called the Father of 
the Protestant conception. If his ideas did not triumph in the jth. 
Century, they have nevertheless co vinced authoritative representat­ 
ives. Berengar, Bernard of Clairvaux, \Vicklif, connect him with the 
Reformation. Of this fact, Martin, (2) Doumergue, (3) supply two 
proofr.
1st. T That the doctrine of Ratramnus has directly influenced the 
doctrine of the Church of England .
2nd., That the doctrine of Ratramnus is found in the Reformers of the 
16th. Century, and especially in Calvin.
For the first of thepe proofs, there ar« reliable witnesses. Hopkins, 
Canon of Westminster, who wrote a long introduction to an edition 
of the book of Ratramnus, which he publisheo, makes several important 
declarations on the subject. (4) * 
"We acknowledge," he says "the reality of the prerence of the body 
and blood of Christ in the '. ucharist in the oarne way as Ratramnus, 
and we reject with this writer the same errors which the Roma Church 
had acknowledged as Articles of Faith. The majority of the.? decisions 
of our church, are found in this little book, if not in express terms, 
at least by logical deductions. Perhaps even our Reformers had more 1 
regard to the judgment of Ratramnus on t' is subject than any of the 
neighbouring Churches. Bishop Ridley who was one of the principal 
compilers of our Liturgy, and of our Confession of Faith in the
I. Leitfaden. #472. >
i
II. Martin, p. 55.
III.Doumergue V. p.365.
IV. Hopkins, Ratramnus, or Bertram- (1688) pages, 164 and 165.
Also see Doumergue, V. p. 366.
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reign of Edward VI. had so great an esteem for Ratramnus and his 
works, that in his defence before the Commissioners of Queen Mary at 
Oxford, he oeclares that he was driven by the reading of this work to 
correct by the Scriptures and the Fathers the old opinion on the real 
presence of the flesh and blood of Je::us Christ in the Eucharist, He 
confesses that by this means, he discovered the errors of the Church 
at Rome. Also he makes the greatest eulogium of Ratramnus, and borrow* 
from his book, without concealment, the arguments necessary for his 
own theory. Dr. Burnet confirms this information in his History of 
the Reformation. He recounts that after Hidley had read Ratraranu::, 
he concluded that Transubstantiation was not or.e of the ancient cog- ; 
mas of the Church, and that it had not been admitted till after che 
age of Ratramnus. Dr. Burnetxalso affirms that Ridley communicated 
his thought to Cranmer, and that they both examined Ratramnus 1 work . 
with extraordinary care.
Dr. Burnet is thus right in holding that the doctrine of Ratramnus j 
was the teaching embraced by the English Church". "But that is not toj 
say," continues Hopkins, "That the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper is 
only a Commemoration, since according to our principles, it is an -\ 
efficacious mystery, accompanied by a divine and spiritual virtue,
which renders the consecrated elements truly, though mystically, !\
the body and the blood of Christ, and communicates to us the rich ;j•('
fruits and advantag s of Christ's death. Our doctrine is the doctrine;!
.;>
of Ratramnus in both parts of his work." (I) ... £: | 
"This testimony of Hopkins becomes especially interesting, "says 
Martin, "when we remember the close relation which exists bet'.veen the 
Reformation of the English Church and th t of which Calvin y>as the 
head. On the question of the Supper, as on many other?, the doctrines 
of the English Church correspond to the Calvinist Doctrine. That is tc 
say, Ratramnus was the precursor of Calvin." (2)
I. Hopkins. p. 164. and 165- 
Martin. Ratramnus, p. 55- 
Doumergue. Volume V. p. >f>6.
II. Martin - Eatramne, p.
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We do not need to push the comparison further.
Ratramnus saw in the Supper, a ceremony destined to recall to Christ­ 
ians, the expiatory sacrifice of Christ. He also saw that the 
believer receives in communicating, a spiritual nourishment, but he 
saw more than that. He affirmed with Luther that the body and blood 
of Christ are truly present in the Sacrament. Only he went less far 
than Luther in affirming that this presence had only a spiritual
t
character. He held himself between the two extremes. He observed the 
same limits as Calvin. He admitted with Radbertus that the Sacrament <
is at once a visible sign and an invisible truth, but while Radbert-
and blood i 
us believed that it was the historic body/of Jesus Christ, Ratramnus
i
declared it immaterial, and dynamic, the power of the Logos. ! 
We find a^ain in Calvin his distinction between the Visible, Material) 
element which consists in the elements of the bread and wine, and the 
Invisible, Spiritual which is the body of Christ. It is always the 
same bread and the same ?/ine, not changing in substance after conse­ 
cration, but becoming the evr'dent signs of the communication of the 
spiritual body and blood of Christ. It is a Real, True Presence, but 
spiritual. We think therefore that we have sufficiently justified our 
opinion on the question of the intimate relation between the doctrin­ 
es of Ratraranus and Calvin, and we conclude with a quotation from ;
; i
Doumergue, (I) which confirms our thesis. j
i
"One understands how a Catholic has said, *To quote Ratramnus, is to \
7 i 
show that the heresy of Calvin is not new. The doctrine of Ratramnus
is placed in a time, at an equal distance between Paul md Calvin, 
between the early Church and the Reformation, at that unique moment, 
when Evangelical Christianity suffered a secular eclipse. Calvin 
relit the torch which Ratramnus so firmly held. The Protestantism of 
Calvin is the Christianity of the true Evangelical Tradition. Your 
fathers, Where are they? There,"! (I)
(I). Doumergue. V. 367.
